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INTRODUCTION 


This is my 15th book 
As of August 1977, more 
. than 545,000 of previous 
books have been sold. 

But this book is dif- 
ferent from the others 

The others dealt with 
a single over-all subject 
This book deals with a 
number of issues of cru- 
cial importance to the 
American people today 

In addition to writing books, and publishing 


THE INDEPENDENT AMERICAN newspaper, 
a national bi-monthly newspaper founded in 
1955, as of August 1977 I have written a 
total of 154 TAX -FAX pamphlets. Over 
11,150,000 of these pamphlets have been sold 
and distributed since 1956. 

’ Recently, in going over my master file 
of these 154 TAX FAX pamphlets I found 
that a number of them (which are now out 
of print) contain valuable, still-pertinent, docu- 
mented information concerning subjects which 
continue to be highly controversial today. 

But...pamphlets are easily lost, misplaced, 
or loaned to friends who don’t return them. 

Therefore, the purpose of this book is to 
place between the covers of a book, the 
valuable information on vital subjects which 
was gathered together in the tedious research 
that went into each and every TAX FAX 
pamphlet. ` 

But even more important is that this 
book contains an: update on each subject 
covered. In some cases the updated material 
runs much longer than the original TAX FAX 


pamphlet. For easy reference on the various . 
subjects an extensive index begins on page © 


145. 


This book unabashedly presents the Con- — 
servative position on issues of the day, and — 
because it quotes from TAX FAX pamphlets — 
printed as far back as 1958 proves that this — 
position on issues doesn’t waver or waffle: 
it is firmly imbedded in the bedrock of the ~ 
U.S. Constitution. an 

Equally important, or perhaps more ‘so, 2 
the book shows how the Conservative position © 
is supported by the majority of the American ~ 
people, and how, when these Conservatives — 
mobilize their opposition on a specific eee! 4 
they are now achieving victories. K ; 


The subjects covered affect every Ameri- 
can who loves his country and the individual 
liberties guaranteed by the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. Further, these subjects cover every E 
American who has children or grandchildren — 
and who wishes to protect the American way — 3 
of life from the attack which is coming 3 
from so many directions. i 
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ON WHOSE SIDE IS 


THE SUPREME COURT? 


So...where to begin? 

A good place would be with my TAX 

No. 5, published in 1958. 

Following are excerpts from that 

nphlet: 

UPREME COURT RULES IN 

‘OR OF REDS 

The Court nullified the subversive 

trol laws of 41 States; therefore, 

nunists can now plot to take over 

‘State by force and violence. (Nelson 

Pennsylvania) 

NISTS CAN PRACTICE LAW 

R STATE 

The Supreme Court nullified State laws 
d bar association regulations regarding 

can be admitted to practice law. 

1erefore, Communists may be practicing 

aw” in your State for the benefit of 

e | International Communism Conspiracy. 

hware vs. New Mexico) 

FESSORS FREE TO TEACH COMMUNISM 

e Court told State and city govern- 
nts they cannot question a teacher about 

; known associations with Communist 

- members. Are your sons and 
aughters now being taught that Socialism 
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and Communism are superior to our 
Republic and the free enterprise system? 
(Slowchower vs. Board of Education) 
CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS CRIPPLED 

The Court has restricted investigating 
committees of the House and Senate by 
saying that your elected representatives 
could not inquire into the extent of Com- 
munists activities of identified Commun-_ 
nists. Communists now know they cannot 
be jailed if they refuse to answer ques- 
tions asked by Congress. Communists 
have been set free to carry out their 
plans to take over the United States. 
(Watkins vs. the U.S.) 

These and other decisions of the U.S. 
Supreme Court have set free 59 known 
Communists who were sentenced to jail 
for plotting the violent overthrow of the 
U.S. Government, . 
SUPREME COURT REFUSES TO 
RECOGNIZE RED MENACE 

In view of the Supreme Court’s rulings 
in favor of Communists, Senator James O. 
Eastland said, ‘‘In dealing with individuals 
having Communist affiliations of a pro- 
nounced and extensive pattern, we are 
dealing not with persons holding certain 
ideological or philosophical beliefs, as 
some naive individuals. would hold. We 
are, in fact, dealing with members of a 
world-wide Communist Conspiracy di- 
rected primarily against the United States 
and serving solely the interests of the 
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viet Empire. The facts of this conspiracy 
ve been deeply etched into the history 
this nation for the past 4 decades.’’ 
enator Eastland warned that the Su- 
me Court ‘‘is moving step by step, 
cision by decision, toward establishment 
the Communist Conspiracy in the United 
ites as a legal political entity with 
st as much right to exist and operate 
any political party composed of patriotic 
rican citizens.’’ 

‘In the four and a half years that 
rren has been Chief Justice, the Court 
in 30 out of 39 cases, sustained the 
tion advocated by the Communists.’’ 
“How many more of these decisions 
ist we take before we admit the ap~ 
mt fondness of the Court majority for 
Communist cause? When do we begin 
curb this Court and restore the balance 
powers under the Constitution ?’ 

n August 21, 1958, by a vote of 
0, the U.S. Senate killed a bill which 
d have restored to the individual 
es the right to enforce their own anti- 
versive laws. This law would have 


On August 20, 1958 by a vote of 49- 
the U.S. Senate killed the Jenner- 


nake pro-Communist decisions. 
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WHAT THE SUPREME COURT'S BAN ON 
PRAYER IN SCHOOLS REALLY MEANS 


Illustrative of the attitude of the U.S. 
Supreme Court, here are the contents of 
TAX FAX No. 48, published in 1963: 

On June 17, 1963, the Supreme Court 
in an 8-1 ruling on cases from Maryland 
and Pennsylvania barred the reading of the 
Bible and recitation of the Lord’s prayer 
in public schools as part of classroom 
exercises. This landmark opinion by the 
U.S. Supreme Court, in effect, carries 
out one of the proposals made by William 
Z. Foster, then National Chairman of the 
Communist Party USA, in his book ‘“‘To- 
ward Soviet America’’ published in 1932. 
Prophesied Communist Foster: 


‘‘God will be banished from the 
laboratories as well as from the 
schools...The studies will be rev- 
olutionized, being cleansed of re- 
ligious, patriotic and other features 
of the bourgeois ideology.” 


The relationship between religion and 
Communism is clearly delineated in many 
of the writings and statements of Com- 
munist leaders. For example, in 1904 
V.I. Lenin stated: ‘‘Religion is the opium 
of the people.’’ In 1909, he declared that 
Marxism is ‘‘relentlessly hostile to re- 
ligion.’’ l 

On thẹ subject of religion the Com- 
munist Manifesto proclaimed: 
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**Communism abolishes eternal 
truths, it abolishes all religion, and 

all morality, instead of constituting 
them on a new basis; it therefore 
acts in contradiction to all past 
historical experience.’’ 

AMERICA FOUNDED AS A CHRISTIAN NATION 
The Supreme Court in outlawing prayer 
ablic schools turned its back on the 
ious heritage of this nation. The right 
o practice freely one’s religion was one 
the principal causes for the settle- 
ment of America. The first charter of 
Virginia granted by King James I,in1606, 
efers to the ‘‘furtherance of so noble 
rk...in propagating the Christian re- 
n?’ The celebrated compact made 
by the Pilgrims onthe MAYFLOWER, in 


> 
*‘Having undertaken for the glory 

of God and advancement of the Christ- 

ian faith and the honor of our king 

and country a voyage to plant the 

first En in the northern parts of 

Virginia... 

The Gonstitution of Vermont, of 1777, 


r oe of every member of the house of 


The U.S. Constitution was written: by 
a group of delegates who began each day 
of the Constitutional Convention with a 
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prayer asking guidance of the Almighty 
in their deliberations. Indicative of the 
importance placed on religious freedom is 
the fact that the First Amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution guarantees to each 
individual the right to practice his re- 
ligion without any governmental restraint. 

On September 25, 1789, Congress sub- 
mitted the First Amendment tothe several 
States for ratification. On that same day, 
clearly spelling out the intention of the 
framers of the Constitution, a House 
Resolution was passed recommending for 
all people ‘‘a day of public thanksgiving and 
prayer be observed by acknowledging, 
with grateful hearts, the many signal 
favors of Almighty God...’’ 


UNCONSTITUTIONALITY OF PRAYER BAN 

Amendment I of the U.S. Constitution 
states: 

*‘Congress shall make no law 
respecting an establishment of re- 
ligion, or prohibiting the free exer- 
cise thereof...” 

In barring Bible reading and recitation 
of the Lord’s Prayer in public schools, 
the Supreme Court used as its guide the 
First Amendment. This, however, is a 
deliberate misinterpretation by the Court 
inasmuch as the intent.of the Constitution 
certainly was not to disassociate govern- 
ment completely from belief in a deity. 
Rather, the purpose of the First Amend- 
ment was to prevent the establishment 
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n official religion in the United States, 
ich as the Church of England in Great 
itain, the Catholic church in Italy, or the 
wish religion in Israel. 


How can the recitation of the Lord’s 
ayer and Bible reading by school 
dren possibly be construed as an at- 
mpt to constitute the ‘‘establishment of’’ . 
igion ? Further, no local or State school 
rd compels any student to attend exer- 
s where Bible reading or recitation 
the Lord’s prayer takes place. Attend- . 
at such religious exercises is strictly 
voluntary basis. 

Completely overlooked in the Supreme 
Court ‘‘prayer ban’’ ruling is the second 
art of Amendment I of the Constitution 
ich stipulates that ‘‘Congress shall 
e no law...prohibiting the free exer- 
?? of religion. And, yet that is exactly 
at the U.S. Supreme Court did on June 17, 
63! Because the Supreme Court is an 
of the authority of the federal gov- 
ent, its ruling, according to an 
torial in the INDIANAPOLIS STAR, 
‘puts the federal government right into 
the business of regulating religion.’’ This 
clearly a violation of the First Amend- 
nent of the U.S. Constitution. 

Thus the ‘‘prayer ban’’ edict of the 
Supreme Court not only disregards the 
religious heritage of this nation, but it 
| patently unconstitutional. 
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THE PRO-COMMUNIST VOTING RECORD 
OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT 

The 1963 ‘‘prayer ban’? by the U.S. 
Supreme Court is not surprising in view 
of the soft-on-Communism decisions by 
the Court in recent years. 

The previously-referred-to TAX FAX 
No. 5, published in 1958, also contained 
the following information: i 

From 1943 to June 1961, 104 cases 
involving Communism or subversion 
were decided where the position of the 
individual judge could be ascertained. 

Earl Warren took the oath of office 
as Chief Justice in October 1953. Up 
until June 1961, the Court heard 70 
cases, or more, involving Communist or 
subversive activities. Forty-six of these 
Supreme Court decisions have sustained 
the position advocated by the Communists, 
and 24 have been to the contrary. 


On the following page is a tabu- 
lation of how individual members of 


the Supreme Court, from 1943 up to 


June 12, 1961, voted on issues con- 


cerning Communism. 
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DECISIONS 


FAVOR OF REDS 


ANTI-RED 
PRO-RED 
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am O. Douglas 69 3 66 95% 

d H. Burton 69 37 32 46% 
homas C. Clark 51 33 18 35% 
Earl Warren 3 3 36 92% 
n Me Harlan 34 14 20 s58% 
William J. Brennan 20 2 18 90% 
Charles E. Whittaker T 7- 4 3% 


freedom of religion have not yet come 
er attack by the Supreme Court. The 


' ase ‘‘under God.” U.S. currency still 
rs the inscription ‘‘In God we trust.”’ 
he national anthem there is still refer- 
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ence to God. There are still chaplains 

in both Houses of Congress and in the 

armed forces. Witnesses in courts still 
take oaths which end with ‘‘so help me 

God.’’ Therefore, it is seen that the 

Supreme Court, in effect, has practiced 

rank discrimination against the children of 

the nation. Why? 

On November 27, 1957, in an inter- 
view with William Randolph Hearst, Jr., 
Soviet dictator Khrushchev said: 

: ‘Those who believe in God are 
becoming fewer and fewer. Young 
people are growing up...Public edu- 
cation, the dissemination of scientific 
‘knowledge, and the study of the laws 


of nature, leave no place for belief 
in God.” — 


Also recognizing the importance of 
training the youth, Lenin stated: ‘‘Give 
us the child for 8 years and it will be a 
` Bolshevik forever.’’ Lenin also declared 
that ‘‘atheism is an integral part of 
Marxism.”’ 

The banning of non~denominational re- 
ligious exercises in schools could have 
the effect of encouraging atheism with its 
attendant destruction of the moral fibre 
of America’s youth and the weakening 
of the national determination to with- 
stand and defeat the atheistic International 
Communist Conspiracy. 

THE RIGHTS OF THE MAJORITY 

The Maryland case, one of the two 

cases on which the Supreme Court ‘‘prayer 


ST 
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ruling was based, was the result 
a suit brought by an atheist mother, 
10 did not wish her child to take part in 
religious exercises. By winning her 
se, this one atheist has managed to 
prive the nation’s children of partici- 
tion in such non-denominational re- 
ligious exercises. 
Isn’t it about time for someone to 
and up for the rights of the majority! 
his country, supposedly, is ruled by the 
ishes of the majority. Atheists and other 
minority religious groups, whodonot wish 
recite the Lord’s prayer or listen to 
adings from the Bible, should not be 
rced to do so. But, on the other hand, 
y should the minuscule minority, in this 
se a handful of atheists, be allowed, 
use of an unconstitutional ruling by 
e U.S. Supreme Court, to prevent the 
ority from the ‘‘free exercise’’ of 
igion as guaranteed in the first Amend- 
ənt of the U.S. Constitution? 
Mark well the words of Daniel Webster 
who said: 

“If we abide by the principles 
taught in the Bible, our country will 
go on prospering and to prosper; 
but if we and our posterity neglect 
its instructions and authority, noman 
can tell how sudden a catastrophe may 


overwhelm us and bury all our glory 
in profound obscurity.” 


And the words of Horace Greeley who 
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“It is impossible to enslave men- 
tally or socially a Bible-reading 
people. The principles of the Bible 
are the groundwork of human free- 
dom.’’ 


SUPREME COURT MUST BE CIRCUMVENTED 


Immediately following the Supreme 
Court’s ‘‘prayer ban’? ruling Congress- 
man Richard L. Roudebush of Indiana 
issued a statement in which he said that 
if the Constitution and the Bill of Rights 
are to be preserved, ‘‘the Supreme Court 
must be restrained and circumvented.”’ 

Taking cognizance of the past perfor- 
mance of the Supreme Court, Roudebush 
declared: l 

“The Supreme Court has em- 
braced, aided, and comforted Com- 
munist defendants in the vast majority 

of its opinions....Prohibition of prayer 

and Bible reading by our school 

children smacks of atheistic Soviet 

Russia and is a disgrace and shame 

of everything this country has come to 

stand for. It is obvious that the Su- 
preme Court is driving headlong to- 
ward religious suppression in this 
country....1 believe the Leftist lib- 
erals of the Supreme Court are driving 
us toward the Communist concept.” 


SUPPORT THE “PRAYER AMENDMENT” 


Reacting to the prayer ban decision, 
a number of Congressmen and Senators 
introduced resolutions clearly spelling out 
the will of Congress regarding this uncon- 
stitutional edict of the Supreme Court. 
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p” By the fall of 1963, an amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution ‘had been drafted 
a committee of both Democrats and 
publicans. This proposed constitutional 
amendment reads: 

**Section (1). Nothing in this Con- 
stitution shall be deemed to prohibit 
the offering, reading from, or 
listening to prayers or Biblical 
Scriptures, if participation therein 
is on a voluntary basis in any gov- 
ernmental or public school, institution 
or public place. 

‘Section (2). Nothing in this Con- 
stitution shall be deemed to prohibit 
making reference to belief in, re- 
liance upon, or invoking the aid of God 
or a Supreme Being, in any govern- 
mental or public document, pro- 
ceeding, activity, ceremony, school, 
institution, or place or upon any 
coinage, currency, or obligation of the 
United States.’ 

Article V of the Constitution stipulates 
that an amendment proposal must be ap- 
ved by a two~thirds vote in both the 
House and Senate; and that three-fourths 
of the States also must ratify the proposal. 
When such requirements have been 
complied with, the foregoing proposed 
‘Prayer Amendment would become a part 
of the Constitution of the United States 
thereby completely negating the illegal 
action of the Supreme Court on June 
17, 1963. 

It is unlikely that members of the 
House and the Senate will expedite the 
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passage of the foregoing Prayer Amend- 
ment, unless they are assured of over-. 
whelming ‘‘grass roots’? demand for such 
an amendment. 


kkrk 
UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


On January 4, 1977, the first day of 
the 95th Congress, H.J. Res. 2. was intro- 
duced by Congressman Chalmers P. Wylie, 
and H.J. Res. 8 was introduced by Con- 
gressman J. Kenneth Robinson. Both joint 
resolutions propose an amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution with respect to the of- 
fering of prayer in public buildings. Both 
resolutions were sent to the House Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

If you wish to see prayer restardi to. 
the schools, then you may wish to write 
Congressmen Wylie and Robinson giving 
your views. Also write your own Con- 
gressman urging his support of these two 
joint resolutions. 
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Chapter II 


IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 


SOCIALISM AND COMMUNISM ? 


owing are pertinent and still- 
ely excerpts from TAX FAX pamphlet 
33 which was published in 1961: 


keaeaKR KR KKK KK 


Nothing so alarms the Liberals -- the 
yingers -- as to have Conservatives 
e Socialism with Communism. 

ver since 1905, when the Inter- 
giate Socialist Society was born, the 
list-Liberals have tried to give a tone 
espectability to the word ‘‘Socialism.’’ 
1921 the Intercollegiate Socialist Society 
ged its name to the League for In- 
ial Democracy and adopted the motto 
duction for use, not for profit.’’ 
Whereas ‘‘Socialism’’ had been a 
are word? in 1905, the League for 
Industrial Democracy during the 50 years 
to 1955 claimed among its members, 
advisors, cooperators, or recipients of 
awards, such nationally-known personages 
Ralph Bunche, George S. Counts, Clar- 
ence Darrow, Eugene V. Debs, John Dewey, 
nator Paul H. Douglas, David Dubinski, 
or Hubert H. Humphrey, Max Ler- 
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ner, Walter Lippmann, George Meany, 
Senator Wayne Morse, A.J. Muste, Rein- 
hold Niebuhr, Harry A. Overstreet, Wal- 
ter Reuther, Eleanor Roosevelt, William 
Shirer, Lincoln Steffens, James Wechsler, 
and many others. It will be noted that these 
persons have all occupied key positions 
in the fields of government, education, 
religion, law, labor, communications and 
international diplomacy. All are dedicated 
to the promotion of the Socialist doctrine. 


The Liberal-Socialists are well aware 
that the American people, as a whole, 
despise Communism and all it stands for. 
That is why the Liberals become so fearful 
whenever Conservative publications or 
speakers at patriotic rallies point out the 
very slight difference, if any, between 
Socialism and Communism. 

Let’s examine the facts. You be the 
judge as to whether there is any similarity 
between Socialism and Communism! 


A SOCIALIST PREDICTION 


Norman Thomas, six times candidate 
for President of the United States on the 
Socialist Party ticket, has stated: 


‘“‘The American people will never 
knowingly adopt Socialism, but under 
the name of Liberalism, they will 
adopt every fragment of the Socialist 
Program until America will one day 
be a Socialist nation without knowing 
how it happened.’’ 


‘We can’t expect the American 

people to jump from Capitalism to 

Communism, but we can assist their 

elected leaders in giving them small 

doses of Socialism until they awaken 

one day to find they have Commun- 
ism.’ 


E GOALS 

On April 24, 1920, the Joint Legis- 
ive Committee Investigating Seditious 
vities filed in the Senate of the State 
ew York a four-volume report known 
The Lusk Report.’’ The general intro- 
1C mi Volume I states: 


„Those representing the 
ea point of view are the So- 
cialist Party of America, the Com- 
munist Party of America, the Com- 
munist Labor Party, and the Socialist 
Labor Party...A study of their plat- 
forms and official pronouncements 
shows that they do not differ funda- 
mentally in their objectives. These 
objectives are: the establishment of 
a cooperative commonwealth in place 
of the present form of government 
in the United States; the overthrow 
of what they are pleased to call the 
Capitalist system, namely, the pre- 
sent system under which we live, and 
the substitution in its place of ‘col- 
lective ownership, and the manage- 
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ment of means of production and 
distribution by the working class. 


SOCIALISM VIA LEGISLATION 


Centralization of power in Washington 
is a prime Communist objective. If the 
Socialist-Communists can destroy the 
States as effective units of government 
and centralize all power in Washington, 
they have only one battle to win. 

The Tenth Amendment to the United 
States Constitution provides that ‘‘the 
powers not delegated to the United States 
by the Constitution...are reserved to the 
States respectively or to the people.” 
The Constitution does not give the federal — 
government any power or control over 
education, health, welfare, labor, dams and 
public power projects, agriculture, unem- 
ployment or housing. In accordance with 
the Constitution, regulation of these 
functions was formerly vested in the 
States or in the people. Now, however, due 
to Socialist legislation passed by a Left- 
wing majority in both houses of Congress, 
the federal government has taken over 
increasing responsibility in these areas. 
Because federal funds are utilized to 
Support these Socialist programs, the 
federal government exercises varying de- 
grees of control. It should be remembered 
that the U.S. Supreme Court, in the case 
of  Wickard vs. Filburn, (1942) included as 
part of its decision the statement: 
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“It is hardly a lack of due pro- 
cess for government to regulate that 
which it subsidizes ” 


SUBVERSION IN THE UNITED STATES 


= In his speech to the 1957 National 
Convention of the American Legion, J. 
Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, warned: 
y “To dismiss lightly the existence 
of the subversive threat in the United 
States is to deliberately commit na- 
tional suicide In some quarters we 
are doing exactly that.” 
The July 30, 1953, report of the Jenner 
mmittee is probably the most compre- 
ensive of the Congressional investi- 
tions undertaken by the Internal Security 
committee of the Judiciary Committee 
the United States Senate. The con- 
clusions of the committee were stated 
in the report as follows: 

*“(1) The Soviet international or- 
ganization has carried on a success- 
ful and important penetration of the 
United States Government and this 
penetration has not been fully exposed. 

“(2) This penetration has extended 
from the lower ranks to top-level 
policy and operating positions in our 
government. iy: Lear, 

*«(3) The agents of this penetration 
have operated in accordance with a 
distinct design fashioned by their 
Soviet superiors. 

“*(4) Members of this conspiracy 
helped to get each other into govern- 
ment, helped each other to rise in 
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government, and protected each other 
from exposure.. 

*6) In general, the Communists 
who infiltrated our government 
worked behind the scenes -- guiding 
research and preparing memoranda 
on which basic .American policies 
were set, writing speeches for Cabinet 
officers, influencing Congressional 
investigations, drafting laws, manipu- 
lating administrative reorgani- 
zations -- always serving the in- 
terests of their Soviet superiors. 

**(12) Policies and programs laid 
down by members of this Soviet 
conspiracy are still in effect within 
our government, and constitute a 
continuing hazard to our national 
security.” 


THE SOCIALIST-COMMUNIST CONSPIRACY 

On August 17, 1961, in discussing the 
similarity between Socialism and Com- 
munism, Senator Kari Mundt stated that 
some of the ‘Liberals ‘‘cringe when we 
mention Socialism and Communism and 
imply that they have some relationship.’’ 
Senator Mundt then continued: 

“Of course Socialism and Com- 
munism are related! They are ideo- 
logical blood brothers! If anyone does 
not believe that -- ask any Communist. 


Khrushchev uses the wori inter- 
changeably.’’ 


The Socialists in our nation on stated 
occasions declare that they are anti- 
Communist. Senator Strom Thurmond ex- 
plains this fraudulent posture by stating: 
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**Since Marxist-Socialists share 
the ultimate goal of the Communists, 
their opposition to Communism is 
limited. These Marxist-Socialists in 
our country support anti-Communism 
only so long as itis aimed exclusively 
at the Communist armed threat. They 
want World Socialism controlled by 
themselves, not the Russians or Chin- 
ese. The Socialists look forward toan 
international Socialist order just as 
the Communists do, except that they, 
the Socialists, are dedicated to the 
evolutionary, rather than the revo- 
lutionary, approach.’’ 


sen. Thurmond went on to say that 


Socialism is a philosophy which embraces 
yovernment ownership of the principal 
tools of production and transportation, 
ind then Senator Thurmond continued: 


“It deplores and seeks to end 
private property rights and the pro- 
fit motive. Private property rights 
cannot be destroyed without de- 
stroying political rights, and indeed, 

. all liberty. If you destroy economic 
freedom, all other liberty must follow, 
for liberty is indivisible. Thus the 
precepts of Socialism, if embraced 
in America, will destroy our liberty 
and establish a centralized author- 
itarian government. Will bondage be 
any less onerous to Americans be- 
cause their bonds were forged by 
Socialists, rather than Communists?’’ 


COMMUNIST INFILTRATION IN RELIGION 


Following are excerpts from TAX FAX 


Jo. 31, entitled ‘‘Communist Infiltration in 
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Religion’? which was published in 1961: 


In his book, ‘‘Masters of Deceit,’’ FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover stated: ‘‘A 
dedicated clergyman, being a man of God, 
is a mortal enemy of Communism. But 
if he can, by conversion, influence, or 
trickery, be made to support the Com- 
munist program once, or a few times, 
or many times, the Party gains. If, for 
example, a clergyman can be persuaded 
to serve as sponsor or officer of a Com- 
munist front, to issue a testimonial, or 
to sign a clemency petition for a Com- 
munist ‘victim of persecution,’ his per- 
sonal prestige lends weight to the cause. 
The church, in Communist eyes, is an 
‘enemy institution’ to be infiltrated, sub- 
verted, and bent to serve Party aims.” 


HOW MANY RED SYMPATHIZERS 
IN THE CHURCHES? 


According to J.B. Matthews, former 
Chief Investigator for the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities, the 
Gallup Poll in 1951 made a nationwide 
canvass of the radical views of clergy- 
men. According to this Gallup Poll, 88% 
of the clergy expressed the view that 
‘it is impossible to be a good Christian 
and a member of the Communist Party.” 

Dr. Matthews then asked the question: 
“What about the 12%, or 30,000, of the 
Protestant clergy: who were either un- 
able, or refused to affirm the complete 
irreconcilability of Christianity on the 
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me hand, and the Communist conspiracy 
n the other hand ?’’ 

_ And Dr. Matthews continued: ‘‘I con- 
fess that I find something alarming in the 
Situation that finds 30,000 confused 
Protestant clergymen ministering to the 
minds and morals of the more than 6 1/2 
million members of their congregations.’’ 

In July 1953, testifying before the 
House Committee on Un-American Activ- 
ities, Manning Johnson, a former member 
of the Communist Party, stated: 

“It is an axiom in Communist 
organization strategy that if an in- 
filtrated body has 1% Communist 
Party members and 9% Communist 
Party sympathizers, with well-re- 
hearsed plans of action, they can 
effectively control the remaining 90% 
who act and think on an individual 
basis. In the large sections of the 
religious field, due to the ideological 
poison which has been filtered in by 
Communists and pro-Communists 
through seminaries, the backlog of 
sympathizers and mental prisoners 
of socialistic idology is greater than 
the 10 percent necessary for effective 
control, 1” 


COMMUNIST CLERGYMEN 


During the hearings conducted by the 
House Committee on Un-American Activ- 
ities in July 1953, Joseph Zack Korn- 
feder, an ex-Communist, gave valuable 
information to the committee exposing 
Communist infiltration in the churches. 
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Mr. Kornfeder estimated that there are 
up to 600 members of the Communist 
Party among the clergy in America. Mr. 
Kornfeder then testified that the Com- 
munist Party utilizes four means of in- 
filtrating the field of religion: 
(1) The planting of Communists 
among the clergy....; i 
(2) The channeling of Communist 
clergymen into seminaries where they 
can train future clergymen who will 
preach to multiplied thousands; 
(3) The reinterpreting of the Bible 
in such a way as to support the ma- 
terialist philosophy of Communism.. ; . 
and s B 
(4) The organizing of ‘‘social 
action’? groups of socialist-minded 
clergymen, who then lead segments 
of congregations into such political 
activity as will serve the ultimate 
Purposes of the Communist Party.!” 


In 1960, Matt Cvetic stated: ‘Many 
American clergymen and church laymen 
are not aware that the Reds have a well 
worked-out plan for the infiltration of 
our churches and church organizations. 
This infiltration is planned by a secret 
group of high-level Red agents, labeled 
the ‘Clergical Commission of the Com- 
munist Party.’ This Red ‘commission’ 
is composed of Soviet agents and Ameri- 
can Reds, posing as ministers, preachers 
and priests, who have fallen away from 
the church and joined the Communist 
Party. How do I know about the existence 
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this Red ‘Clergical Commission’? I’ 
reason to know only too well -- 
cause in 1945, while posing as a Com- 
qaunist for the FBI, I was a member of 
s Red Commission.’’ 

WHY ARE THE REDS AFTER OUR 

CHURCHES? 

The churches of America have, in the 
past, formed an invulnerable bastion of 
iorality, opposing atheism and all evil. 
such, they were able to imbue moral 
courage and integrity in the citizens of 
this nation. í 

_ In this connection, Joseph Zack Korn- 
feder, former member of the National 
Committee of the Communist Party of the 
United States stated in 1952: 

‘When the Communists invade 

religion, they invade, as Stalin once 
said, ‘‘the ideological fortress ofthe 
enemy.” If they should succeed with 
their deceptive methods to confuse 
religion to such an extent that it, 
too, will be neutral in the fight be- 
tween Capitalism and Communism, 
they will have scored a tremendous 
victory. Only two years ago, a great 
international association of churches 
adopted a resolution declaring the 
churches to be neutral in the struggle 
between Capitalism and Communism. 
If religion, as the very foundation 
of civilization, is made impotent to 
the extent that the church declares 
itself neutral in this, the biggest, 
most important struggle of our 
century, then indeed there is much 
to worry about.’’ 
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THE STRANGE RECORD OF THE N.C.C. 

The National Council of the Churches 
of Christ in the U.S.A. was organized in 
1950 as a merger of the old Federal 
Council of Churches of Christ in Ameri- 
ca and seven smaller religious organi- 
zations. 

The DAN SMOOT REPORT of Feb. 29, 
1960, in discussing the formation of the 
National Council of Churches in 1950, 
states: ‘‘The old Federal Council leaders 
became the leaders of the National Coun- 
cil. Indeed, the Federal Council Bulletin 
for Dec., 1950, officially announced that 
‘all the work of the Federal Council 
will continue under the new auspices.’ ”’ 

And what is the background of the 
old Federal Council of Churches, which 
has now assumed the new name of ‘‘Na- 
tional Council of Churches’’? The Office 
of Naval Intelligence of the United States 
Navy Department, in a report which was ~ 
read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
Sept. 10, 1935, stated: 

“‘Organizations which, while not 
openly advocating the ‘‘force and 
violence”? principles of the Com- 
munist, give aid and comfort to the 
Communist movement and party. 
Among the strongest of these organi- 
zations in the Federal Council of 
Churches of Christ in America. This 
is a large radical pacifist organi- 
zation. It probably represents 20 
million Protestants (as of 1961, 39 
million) ‘in the United States. How- 
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ever its leadership consists of a 
small, radical group which dictates 
its policies. It is always extremely 
active in any matter against na- 
tional defense 2’’ 


Dr. J.B. Matthews, a leading authority 
on Communist infiltration of religion, has 
stated that when the Federal Council of 
Churches became the National Council of 
Churches on Nov. 29, 1950, in Cleveland, 
Ohio, ‘‘there were 358 clergymen who were ' 
voting delegates to the constituting con- 
vention. Of these clergymen, 123 (or 34%) 
ve had affiliations with Communist pro- 
jects and enterprises.’’? 
DUPES OF THE REDS 
A pamphlet entitled ‘‘The Communist 
Party of the United States of America -- 
‘What It Is and How It Works,” published 
by the Senate Internal Security Sub- 
committee in 1956, states: 
“A fellow traveler may be defined 

as an individual who, from time to 

time supports one or more organi- 

zations or campaigns operating under 

the indirect, and usually unpublicized 

initiative and control of the Com- 

munist Party, or its representa- 
tives.” 

Circuit Riders, Inc., of Cincinnati, 
Ohio, published a compilation of public 
records listing the names of 2,109 Metho- 
dist ministers, 1,411 Protestant Epis- 

copal rectors, and 614 Presbyterian 
Church, U.S.A., clergymen who have at one 
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time or another been associated with 
activities which have benefited the 
Communists, or supported causes actively 
advocated by the Communists. The three 
church denominations, mentioned above 
are among the 34 member organizations 
of the NCC, 

HOW MANY RED-FRONTERS IN THE N.C.C.? 


One of the most salutary effects of the 
uproar in 1960 over the Air Force 
Training Manual which included a section 
dealing with Communism in religion was 
that it enabled the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities to again conduct 
hearings regarding the extent of Com- 
munist infiltration in the field of religion. 
On Feb. 25, 1960, Richard Arens, Staff 
Director of the HCUA, during questioning 
of Secretary of the Air Force Dudley C. 
Sharp, stated: 


‘the chairman (of the HCUA) 
issued a statement that the...Na- 
tional Council of Churches of Christ 
in the United States of America (the 
NCC) had....over 100 persons in 
leadership capacity with either Com- 
munist front records or records of 
service to Communist causes. The 
aggregate affiliations of the leader- 
ship, instead of being in the hund- 
reds, as the chairman first indicated, 
is now, according to our latest count, 
into the thousands, and we have yet 
to complete our check, which would 
certainly suggest, on the basis of the 
authoritative sources of this com- 
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‘mittee, that the statement that there 
was infiltration of fellow travelers 

in churches and educational institu- 
tions is a complete understatement.” 

On the floor of the House, on March 
1960, former Congressman Donald L. 
eckson of California read portions of the 
r Force Training Manual dealing with 
subject ‘‘Communism in nen in 
ich it was stated: 

**The National Council of Churches 

of Christ inthe United States of Amer- 

ica officially sponsored the Revised 
Standard Version of the Bible. Of 

the 95 persons who served in this 
project, 30 have been affiliated with 
pro-Communist fronts, projects, and 
publications. 


OES YOUR CHURCH SUPPORT ANY 
THESE OBJECTIVES OF THE REDS? 


1. Peaceful coexistence with the So- 


2. Disarmament. 

3. Ban nuclear testing. 

4, Abolish loyalty oaths. 

5. Abolish all investigative committees 
on Communism. 

6. Recognition of Red China. 

7. U.S. foreign aidto Communist satel~ | 
lite nations. 

= 8. Destroy American patriotism. 
National Council of Churches spokes- 
men claim to represent 39 million Protest- - 
ants. Is your church a member of the 
NCC? Does the NCC speak for you when 


46 The American Family Under Attack 


they issue public statements endorsing 
Socialist-Communist objectives and sup- 
port ‘‘soft-on-Communism’’ legislation? 

Christianity is the strongest single 
bulwark against atheistic Communism. 
Defend your religion and your church by 
helping to root out Communist influence. 


1. Hearings before the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities, 83rd Cong., 
ist Sess., July 6, 7, 8.13 enemee, 
1953 - Investigation of Communist 
Activities in the New York City Area, 
Parts 5, 6, 7 and 8. 


Pamphlet, “The National Council of 


Churches (As Now Constituted and 
Directed) - A Menace to Church and 
State,” pub. by The Southern Presby- 
terian Journal, Weaverville, N.C. 
Book, *‘Communist America - Must It 
Be?” by Dr. Billy James Hargis, pub. 
Christian Crusade, Tulsa, Okla. 
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UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


Following are excerpts from THE 
MINDSZENTY REPORT of June 1977, published 
by the staunchly anti-Communist Cardinal 
Mindszenty Foundation: 


cialism and Communism 


“Not more than a decade ago it 
would have seemed reckless to speak 
of Communism making inroads into 
the Catholic Church. But not so today. 
Examples abound: 


“Takethe NATIONAL JESUIT 
NEWS and read a document entitled: 
‘National Planning and the Need for a 
Revolutionary Social Strategy: A 
Christian-Maoist Perspective.’ Here 
we are told that ‘the Society of Jesus 
must purge itself of its bourgeois 
social consciousness and identify with 
the Proletariat.’ 

**Or how about Jesuit Father Juan 
Alfaro, who teaches at the Pontifical 
Gregorian University in Rome, telling 
the October 1976 meeting of the Inter- 
national Theological Commission that 
‘Christ was a kind of Palestinian Che 
Guevara?’ It is true that the Vatican 
remains staunchly anti-Marxist says 


Desmond O’Grady of the NATIONAL 
CATHOLIC REPORTER, but ‘fromthe 
Philippines to Portugal there are 
Catholics who claim Marxist analysis 
is most pertinent to their situation. 
Che and Mao Tse-tung, Ho Chi Minh 
and Karl Marx are their saints.’ ”’ 
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- Chapter lil 
WHAT'S BEHIND THE ATTACK ON 


THE POLICE AND THE RISING 
CRIME RATE? 


The assault on America operates’ on 
many fronts. What about the field of 
law and order -- the police?.Are they 
immune from this attack? 

Here are excerpts from TAX FAX 
No. 79 entitled “How Your Local Police 
Have Been Handcuffed’’ which was pub- 
lished in 1967, and which is followed by a 
lengthy update with recent information: 

xo k ok + 

= In many sections of the nation today 
law-abiding citizens fear to walk on the 
streets at night. Persons who have never 
had a firearm in their homes before are 
buying guns for self-protection, and in- 
stalling heavy-duty window guards and 
special door-locks which they hope are 
burglar-proof, Others are buying German 
Shepherd dogs and training them to attack 
intruders on command. 


THE DRIVE AGAINST LOCAL POLICE 


In a talk during February of 1962 
before the American Bar Association, FBI 
Director J, Edgar Hoover stated: 
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“The Communists have long. 
recognized the irreconcilability of law’ 
and their ultimate aims of violent 
revolution. They cannot tolerate... 
the existence...of independent law en- 
forcement agencies.” a 
Testifying before the Senate Internal 

Security Subcommittee on June 13, 1961, 
Lyman B. Kirkpatrick, Jr., Inspector 
General on the staff of the Central In- 
telligence Agency, had this to say: 

“‘Our police are among the fore- 

most guardians of freedom and thus 
a major target of the Communists. 
The better the (police) force, the 
greater its efficiency, the higher 
its competence in preserving the 
peace, the more vital it is for the 
Communists to destroy it.... 

“The Communist technique has 
been directed primarily toward dis- 
crediting the police in the eyes of 
the people.” 


An overt revolution can never succeed 
in the United States as long as there are 
police to effectively control and put down 
riots. But if the morale of the police 
department can be shattered and the people 
lose their respect for the police, then the 
chaos out of which Communists make suc- 
cessful revolutions can be created. 
“POLICE BRUTALITY” SMEARS 


An article in the July 1966 issue of 
THE READER’S DIGEST by Fred E, Inbau, 
a professor of law at Northwestern Uni- 
versity and a member of the Chicago 


Crime Commission, charged: 


stated: 


S riots: 36 dead, hundreds hurt.’’ 
.DISPROVING “POLICE BRUTALITY” 


“CHARGES 


‘The Attack on Local Police 


**Known Communists and their 
sympathizers have engaged in police- 
baiting and brutality smear operations 
in such diverse areas as the Phila- 
delphia and Harlem riots of 1964, 
the Watts riot of 1965 and the cur- 
rent wave of anti-Vietnamese-war 
demonstrations. The FBI considers 
the tactic so insidious that it has 
issued special instructions to 
agents explaining that the Commun- 
ist aims are ‘‘to arouse the passions 
of the people against law enforce- 
ment, to mislead the public; tosmear, 
discredit and weaken law enforce- 
ment everywhere; and to divide, con- 
fuse and reduce seriously the strength 
of the opposition to Communism.”’ 


Further discussing this subject in his 
READER’S DIGEST article, Professor Inbau 


**Phony cries of ‘police brutality’ 
helped to touch off the bloody ex- 
plosion in the Watts area of Los 
Angeles in August 1965. Again in 
March 1966, a highschool drop-out 
hurled a rock through a teacher’s 
car window, and as officers led the 
boy away he screamed ‘Police bru- 
tality! Riot! Riot!’ sparking another 
Watts outburst. Toll from the two 
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Despite the shrill cries from the Com- 
munists and Leftwingers, provable 


rutality’? complaints are minuscule. 


RGE MARK ELLIOTT LIBRARY 
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. In -a speech in Washington, D.C., in 
June 1966, Quinn Tamm, Executive Di- 
rector of the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police, revealed that of the 
4,700 allegations of ‘“‘police brutality’? 
filed in the fiscal years 1963-64-65, 
less than one-third of 1% were substantiated! 
BRUTALITY AGAINST POLICE 

While Communists and their Leftwing 
dupes scream ‘‘police brutality,’ let us 
examine actual brutality -- that is, bru- 
tality against the police. 

Senator Robert C. Byrd of West Vir- 
ginia on June 22, 1966, addressing a 
banquet of the Convention of the Fraternal 
Order of Police of his State, disclosed: 

‘Approximately 18,000 police of- 
ficers were assaulted by civilian’s 

in 1964, and 54 policemen were 

murdered, while 7,700 were injured.” 

Thus, figures prove that the Commun- 
ist-inspired attacks on the police are 
now encouraging criminal assaults on — 
police officers. — E 


RISING RATE OF CRIME 

With the increasing criminal brutality 
being vented on police officers, it is not 
surprising that concurrently the increase 
in crime is skyrocketing. According tothe 
1965 UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS by the FBI, 
it is found that: © l 


“More than 2,780,000. serious 
crimes were reported during 1965; 
a 6% increase over 1964. There were 
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14 victims of serious crime per 
= 1,000 inhabitants in 1965; an in- 

crease of 5% over 1964 and 35% 
-© over 1960.” 
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UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


released its 1975 Uniform Crime Report 
on September 1, 1976. It showed that ser- 
ious crime in the U.S. in 1975 increased 

0 per cent over 1974. There were an 
estimated 11,256,600 serious crimes in 
1975 (compared to 2,780,000 in 1964). 
Nationally, there were 52.8 crimes per 
1,000 persons (compared with 14 per 
1,000 in 1965). 


* * k * 
And to return to excerpts from TAX 
FAX 79: 


U.S. SUPREME COURT HANDCU FFS 
POLICE AND AIDS CRIMINALS 


On June ł3, 1966, the U.S. Supreme 
Court aided immeasurably the Com- 
munists’ anti-police campaign. 

In the Miranda case the Court, by a 
5-4 decision held that before any criminal 

suspect in police custody can be ques- 
tioned by the police, he must first be 
advised (1) that he has the right to re- 
main silent, (2) that anything he says may 
_be used against him, (3) that he is entitled 
to have a lawyer present with him during 
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questioning, and (4) that if he cannot 
afford a lawyer, one will be furnished 
him free of charge. 

Further, the court held that unless all 
of these conditions are met, no con- 
fession or evidence obtained during the 
interrogation can be used against the 
suspect. 

In discussing the Miranda decision, 
Senator Karl Mundt, on July 28, 1966, 
pointed out that the interrogation pro- 
cess by the police formerly was re- 
sponsible for 80% of the crimes now 
solved. Then, further predicting what will 
happen as a result of the Supreme Court’s 
decision, Senator Mundt stated: 

“It will be almost impossible for 

our law enforcement officials to ob- 
tain convictions in vicious types of 
crimes, crimes such as murder, and 
murder accompanied by rape, and 
yokings on a lonely street. With no 
witnesses and without aconfession the 
obstacles facing the police are stag- 
gering. 

In its exaggerated concern for the 
rights of criminals, the Supreme Court 
has obviously overlooked the fact that 
the most basic function of any govern- 
ment is to provide for the security of 
the law-abiding citizens. 

CIVILIAN REVIEW BOARDS -- 
ANOTHER ATTACK UPON POLICE 

Not only have police officers been 

prevented from operating at their maxi- 
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mum effectiveness in the war against 
crime by Supreme Court decisions, 
but they face attack from another di- 
rection ~- the establishment of Civilian 
Police Review Boards. The purpose of 
such ‘‘review’’ boards is to destory the 
morale of police officers, breed con- 
tempt for law enforcement and promote 
defiance of authority. 

J. Edgar Hoover in the January 1965, 
issue of the FBI LAW ENFORCEMENT BUL- 
LETIN declared: 


“A questionable move currently 
being championed in some localities 
is the establishment of civilian re- 
view boards to hear complaints 
against law enforcement officers. To 
a large degree these panels would 
‘consist of appointed individuals who 
are generally inexperienced and unin- 
formed in law enforcement and police 
administration. When carefully con- 
sidered, it is clear this drive for 
external boards is an ill-advised 
maneuver.”’ 


The mere fact that there is a Police 
Review Board in existence implies that 
there is ‘‘police brutality’? against which 
the public must be protected. 

If the actions of police officers are to 
be constantly reviewed by a group of 
amateurs sitting as a Board of Review 
it is not difficult to imagine the complete 
breakdown of morale which would ensue 
among police personnel. 
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If every police officer feels that any 
action he takes in an emergency situation 
dealing with criminals (particularly if they 
are of the Negro race) is going to be 
scrutinized by a politically appointed 
Civilian Police Review Board, it is ob- 
vious there will soon be far fewer ar- 
rests with the resultant breaking down of 
the maintenance of effective law and 
order. 

HOW TO CURB THE CRIMINAL-AIDING 
SUPREME COURT 

In a speech to the Senate on January 
25, 1967, Senator John J. McClellan de- 
clared: 


‘“Congress simply must rectify the 
mockery of justice, and protect 
society from the dire consequences 
of a number of recent 5-to-4 Su- 
preme Court decisions that allow 
self-confessed vicious criminals to 
go free. 

‘*Self-confessed criminals should 
be punished -- not liberated. These 
enemies of law and order and decent 
society should be penalized -- not 
freed on the basis of frivolous and 
dubious technicalities...” 


One of the cases to which Senator 
McClellan was referring was the Miranda 
case, previously discussed. The Supreme 
Court’s decree in this case practically 
rules out the admissibility of voluntary 
confessions. As a consequence, self-con- 
fessed murderers are now being turned 
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loose by lower courts. 

In order to prevent further criminal- 
aiding decrees by the U.S.Supreme Court, 
Senator Sam J. Ervin, Jr., on behalf of 
15 other Senators on January 23, 1967, 
introduced a proposed amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution (S.J. Res.22) which would 

_ provide that: ae i i 
**.,.the sole test of the admissi- 
bility of an admission or confession 
of an accused in a criminal prose- 
cution in any court sitting anywhere 

in the United States shall be whether 

or not it is voluntarily made, and 

the ruling of a trial judge admitting 

an admission or confession in evi- 

dence as voluntarily made shall not 

be reversed or otherwise disturbed 


by the Supreme Court...” 
kaeakkaknk ke 


UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


On March 23, 1977, the Supreme Court, 
with four of its nine members disagreeing 
in harshly worded dissents, ordered anew 
trial for a convicted Iowa murderer who 
led police to the mutilated body of his 
10-year-old girl victim. The Court ruled 
that evidence used to convict him vio- 
lated the so-called Miranda decision. 


CAUSE OF CRIME 


Despite all the efforts of dedicated and 
conscientious local law enforcement of- 
ficers, and despite large injections of 
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federal funds, violent crime continues 
steadily upwards at an alarming rate. 

The PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT of 
March 1976 charged: 

‘The U.S. Supreme Court de- 
cisions that have tied the handsof our 
local police are a major cause of the 
problem. 

‘The soft-on-crime attitude is 
also manifested in the new coed 
prisons, the rehabilitation concept 
that is such a dismal failure, and 
the parole-probation system that puts 
criminals back into society without 
any apparent concern for their past 
and prospective victims. 

*“‘About 80 per cent of all felonies 
are committed by repeaters and only 
six per cent of offenses result in 
imprisonment.’’ 


THE MANCHESTER (N.H.) UNION LEADER 
of December 25, 1975, cited the disastrous 
results of California’s liberal parole 
policy which ‘‘during two months released 
on the general public some 11,000 con- 
victs, including convicted killers, sex 
offenders and others classified as habitual 
violent criminals,’’ 

The editorial gave the following 
examples: 

Paroled in August 1975 after serving 
four years of an indeterminate sentence 
of two years to life for attacks on women, 
one convict, who the Sentencing judge 
said was “‘dangerously psychotic and 
Should never go free,’ two weeks after 


an 
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leaving prison was arrested and charged 
with having raped and killed one 21- 
year-old woman and an attempted rape 
and shooting of another woman. 

The young wife of a Los Angeles police 
officer was choked, beaten and stabbed 
by a parolee in the summer of 1975 
nine days after his release, 


LID OF SECRECY ON POLICE 
ARREST RECORDS 
In May of 1975, the federal Law En- 
forcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) issued guidelines which would 
bar the release of information about an 
individual’s criminal record in cases no 
longer pending or concluded by release 
and the completion of sentence of parole, 
The LEAA guidelines are scheduled to 
become binding in December 1977 and are 
backed by a threatened cutoff of federal 
aid to police department to force 
_ compliance. 
< An editorial in the INDIANAPOLIS STAR 
of May 9, 1977, commenting on the secrecy 
lid, stated: 

‘Convictions are obtained in only 
1 or 2 per cent of major crimes in- 
cluding rape, robbery, burglary and 
aggravated assault, and in a large 
percentage of convictions the guilty 
are released on probation. 

‘‘Thousands of extremely dang- 
erous criminals with long arrest 
records are released on techni- 
calities. Theoretically, they are in- 
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nocent. Actually, they are not only 
guilty but as menacing as mad dogs 
or poisonous snakes. Their arrest 
records are frequently the only clue . 
to their anti-social behavior patterns 
and chronic viciousness.’’ 


The LEAA guidelines cover FBI 
records and all State and local law en- 
forcement records maintained with money 
coming directly or indirectly from the 
LEAA, which covers just about every 
crime-fighting agency in the country. 

Under the restrictions that these LEAA 
guidelines impose, the following kinds of 
incredible happenings could occur: 

A sex killer could be employed as a 
watchman at a girls’ school with his 
employer having no knowledge of his 
police record. 

A forger and embezzler could be hired 
as a bank teller. 

A rapist with a long record of sex 
crimes could be hired as an installer or 
repairman to work in private homes. 

The authors of these LEAA guide- 
lines are obviously more concerned with 
the rights of criminals rather than the 
rights of the public to find out about 
criminals who prey upon the public. 


L.E.A.A. PROMOTES PERMISS! VENESS 


Since 1968, the federal Law Enforce- 
ment Assistance Administration has doled 
out $3.4 billion to law enforcement and 
related groups throughout the nation. In 
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1976, Congress voted to extend the life 
of the LEAA for three more years at a 
cost of $2.5 billion, even though the 
House Judiciary Committee reported that 
“the committee has found noevidence that 
the program has helped reduce crime...” 
The LEAA has, however, been ‘‘suc= 
cessful’’ in three areas: wasting vast 
amounts of taxpayers’ dollars, seriously 
interfering with the power and functions 
of local police, and promoting the coddling 
: of criminals. 
Following are some of LEAA’s activi- 
ties: 

e The LEAA finances projects to pro- 
vide legal advice and lawyers for prison 
inmates to help criminals get out of 
prison. An LEAA report states: ‘‘Ex- 
panded legal services were prepared at 
State correctional institutions, both in 
terms of legal staff and microfilmed legal 
library material.’’ 

© LEAA funds are spent to keepcrim- 
inals out of prison via the public de- 
fender’s offices. ; 

e The LEAA also uses tax dollars to 
finance an institution called the ‘‘National 
Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice 
Planning and Architecture’’ which helps 
build ‘‘luxury’’ jails. The LEAA says it 
“helps correction officials to devise pro- 
gressive treatment programs and to de=- 
sign modern facilities conducive to re- 
habilitation.’’ The $13-million Metro- 
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politan Correction Center in San Diego, 
Calif., provides individual rooms without 
visible bars and with a view of San Diego 
Bay, air conditioning, lounge chairs, 
piped-in music, wall-to-wall carpeting, 
and basketball and handball courts and 
gym equipment because inmates are not 
required to work. The women’s floor has 
sewing rooms and hair-dressing equip- 
ment. Telephones are available for calls 
to friends and relatives, and free soft 
drinks and coffee are dispensed. 

Does this coddling of criminals make 
sense to you? Well, it Su: if you know 
* what’s behind it! l 
A FEDERAL POLICE FORCE 

The most ominous aspect of LEAA’s 
activities is the clear evidence that it 
is an important part of a drive to create 
a national police force -- the kind of 
force that every dictator must have to 
succeed. 

Gary R. Handy, aformer police officer, 
writing in the June 27, 1973, issue of 

THE REVIEW OF THE NEWS, * declared: 
‘Itis axiomatic that a conspiracy 
working to create a dictatorship in 

America would have to do away with 

State and local government in favor 


of regional administrations controlled 
by the federal government.’’ 


In accordance with that goal, local 


*395 Concord AVe., Belmont, Masse 02178 
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police agencies would have to be con- 
solidated and managed by regional ad- 
ministrators. That, then, is why when ex- 
President Richard Nixon set up the com- 
position of each of the ten Federal Regional 
Councils he established by Executive 
Order No. 11647 on February 10, 1972, 
he included the Law Enforcement As- 
sistance Administration (LEAA). 

In his article, Handy also pointed out: 


‘When police departments have 
been consolidated, made dependent 
on federal money and subject to 
federal guidelines, the management 
will be assumed by the regional office 
of LEAA. 

‘‘When that happens, America will 
have a national police force.’’ 

And when a national police force be- 
comes a recognized, accepted, operating 
reality, it will no longer be ineffective 
and permissive. It will be ruthlessly ef- 
ficient and repressive.”’ 

Timothy R. Heinan, in the May 8, 
1974, issue of THE REVIEW OF THE NEWS, 
summed it up this way: 

“The object of the game is to fi- 
nance and encourage permissiveness, 
then to use the popular outrage to 
justify further federal control. 

*‘Our police officers will then 
take their orders from Washington. 
They will do as they are told, for 
they will no longer be our local 
police but the agents of a federal 
Gestapo directed from the ten Fed- 
eral Regional Councils.’’ 
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Chapter IV 
ABORTION —— KILLING 
AMERICA’S UNBORN 


Make no mistake about it! The Ameri- 
can way of life and the American family 
are under attack by both the U.S. Supreme 
Court and the ever-increasing power of 
the federal government, as well as 
activist Liberals financed by taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

Accordingly, this chapter and the 
next three chapters come to grips with 
the crucial issues involved. 

But, first, the subject of abortion. 
Below are excerpts from TAX FAX No. 113 
entitled ‘‘The Grim Truth About Legalized 
Abortion’’ which was published in 1971. 
At the end of these excerpts is an in- 
depth update giving the latest facts and 
figures as well as the rising opposition . 
to abortion on demand. 

x k k ë k x 

Masterminded by John D. Rockefeller, 
Ill, chairman of the Presidential Com- 
mission on Population Control and the 
American Future, an abortion policy is 
being pushed at the highest levels. 

Paul Scott, in his column of August 
24, 1970, stated that this abortion policy 
‘‘provides for all government agencies to 
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use their programs and facilities to help 
create an atmosphere for acceptance by 
the general public of a national zero- 
population growth rate and a policy which 
encourages and legalizes abortion on de- 
mand.’’ 

Promoters of abortion claim that ifthe 
mother has any reason to believe that the 
child may be deformed, she should be 
able to have an abortion. 

In this regard, Governor Ronald Rea- 
gan during August 1970 made the fol- 
lowing statement: 

“Who might they be doing away 
with? Another Lincoln, or Beethoven, 
or an Edison? Who shall play God?... 

“I recognize the right of a pros- 
pective mother to protect her own life 

` if continued pregnancy or giving birth 

would harm the mother. I cannot 
believe there is any morality in taking 
that life simply out of fear that the 
child will be less than perfect or 
because a woman doesn’t want the 
responsibility of the life she herself 
created.” 

Hundreds of outstanding men and 
women such as Helen Keller and Lord 
Byron, to name only two, were born 
handicapped., 

A series of articles appeared in the 
MANCHESTER (N.H) UNION LEADER during 
January 1971 on the subject of abortion 
written by Professor Robert M. Augros 
of the Philosophy Department of St. Anselm 


College. 
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According to Professor Augros, ‘‘The 
legal fiction that an unborn child may 
impair the ‘mental health’ of the mother 
is simply a round-about way of allowing 
abortion on demand.’’ Then he continued: 

“All a mother has to dois threaten 

to take her own life and automatically 

she is given the power to take that 

of her offspring...But the fact is 

that the actual suicide rate in pregnant 

women is four times lower than inthe 

general female population.’’ 


LEGAL RIGHTS OF THE UNBORN 


On November 15, 1970, a prestigious 
group of Massachusetts citizens wrote a 
letter of protest to President Nixon con~ 
cerning the subject of abortion. Among 
those signing the letter, which was pre- 
pared by the Value of Life Committee of 
Boston, were professors of medicine, 
ethics and theology, and included a pro- 
fessor of population ethics from Harvard. 

Although those who promote abortion 
on demand seek to term opposition to 
abortion ‘‘a Catholic issue,’’ it is worthy 
of note that of the 18 signers ofthis letter 
to President Nixon, the majority were 
not Catholics. 

Following is an excerpt from this 
open letter to the President: 

“To remove an unborn human 
being at any stage from the mother’s 
life-sustaining womb because it is 


merely ‘unwanted’ is incompatible 
with the legal tradition of equal pro- 


pa 
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tection and due process fundamental 

to American Constitutional law.” 

The first area in which the rights 
of the unborn child, as such, were recog- 
nized was in the realm of property law. 
For nearly 200 years the unborn child 
has had the right to inherit, the right 
to have an injunction and the right to a 
guardian.* 


WHEN DOES LIFE BEGIN? 


Possibly this aspect of abortion is 
the most controversial. The abortion-on- 
demand advocates claim that ‘‘the fetus is 
not a human being and therefore has no 
rights.’’ —. 

According to Professor Robert M. 
Augros, in a column dated December 7, 
1970, ‘‘This claim is in frank contra- 
diction with all medical and biological 
evidence.’’ He then quoted from a ruling 
by the New Jersey Supreme Court (Smith 
vs. Brennan, 1960) which declared, ‘‘Medi- 
cal authorities have long recognized that 
a child is in existence from the moment 
of conception.’’ 

In a speech delivered before the Na- 
tural Law Institute at Loyola University 
in New Orleans in April1970, Dr. Brendan 
F. Brown, professor of law at that uni- 


*Nooan, ‘*‘The Constitutionality of the Regu- 
lation of Abortion,’ 21 Hastings L.J. 51, 
52-53 (1969); Louisell, supra, note 1 at 
235-238; Note, Suffolk Law Rev. note 1 at 230. 
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versity, declared: 


‘*Pregnancy begins with the 
zygote, a fertilized ovum, a single 
cell. According to the new science 
of molecular biology, this cell is a 
human being, with all the gene 
structure of the fully grown and 
highly complex adult. Microbiology, 
by means of radioactive tracers, as 
well as the ultra-centrifuge and the 
electronic microscope, has revealed 
the intricacies of the zygote, and 
conclusively points to the fact that 
the zygote has an individuating life 
principle, plus a physical body.” 


A Professor of law, Dr. Charles Rice, 
had this to say on the Manion Forum 
broadcast of January 17, 1971: 


“I have before me an acutal photo- 
graph of the child in the womb at the 
age of 18 weeks after conception. 
When that child is 18 days old his 
heart starts to beat; when he is 8 
weeks old his skeleton is beginning 
to form; from the 12th to the 18th 
week he begins to scratch himself, he 
even cries although you can’t hear 
him because there’s no air in the 
womb to make a sound. He can feel 
pain. By the time he’s 18 weeks 
old he sucks his thumb, as can be 
seen in this photograph. This is a 
human being.’’ 


METHODS OF ABORTION 
There are four methods commonly 


used in performing abortions: (1) asuction 
apparatus procedure used up to about four 
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weeks after conception, (2) curretage, (3) 
a hysterotomy, and (4) a technique known 
as ‘‘salting out.’’ 

In a column in the MANCHESTER UNION 
LEADER of December 8, 1970, Professor 
Robert M. Augros quoted testimony of 
Dr. Richard V. Jaynes, an obstetrician- 
gynecologist, before the Michigan Legis- 
lature in 1970. According to Dr. Jaynes: 


“The suction apparatus involves 
the creation of a powerful vacuum in 
a tube. The tube is inserted in the 
woman’s uterus and what’s inside is 
drawn through it into a bottle...After 
about 10 or 12 weeks, however, the 
developing child has grown too large 
and solid to pass through the suction 
apparatus. After that point, curretage 
is generally used. A roughly spoon- 
shaped instrument called the cur- 
rette, about 10 inches long with sharp 
edges, is inserted into the uterus. 

“The child inside is cut into 
pieces and pulled or scooped out 
limb by limb. After 14 weeks of 
pregnancy, a hysterotomy is used as 
a kind of abdominal surgery similar 
to a Caesarian section.” 


On July 1, 1970, the State of New York 
put into effect a liberalized abortion law 
which permits abortion on demand up to 
24 weeks of pregnancy. 

According to an article in the CHICAGO 
TRIBUNE of December 19, 1970, by Ronald 
Kotulak, science editor, at least 26 babies 
have been born alive in legalized abortion 
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procedures in New York City. 

In his article, Mr. Kotulak pointed out 
that to abort a fetus after 12 weeks, doctors 
use a technique called ‘“‘salting out.’’ A 
hypodermic needle is inserted through the 
mother’s abdomen into the amniotic sac 
containing the baby. The fluid in the sac 
is withdrawn and a solution containing 
20% salt is injected. The salt solution 
irritates the uterus and normally ends the 
life of the fetus. The irritation causes 
muscle spasms similar to those during 
labor and the fetus is expelled. 

According to the CHICAGO TRIBUNE 
article, one child which was aborted 
on August 28, 1970, survived the **salting 
out’’ operation and is now up for adoption. 
Apparently, because she was sufficiently 
developed, the salt did not harm her. 

Columnist Kotulak then continued: 

“The other babies born alive did 

not fare so well. Some breathed for 

only a few minutes and others cried 

and kicked before finally dying within 

two days after being artificially ex- 

pelled from their mother’s womb.” 

Professor Charles E. Rice, ata medi- 
cal convention on September 24, 1970, 
at Newport Beach, Calif., stated: 

“Those who realize the impli- 
cations of the abortion movement have 

a clear duty to speak out and edu- 

cate public opinion concerning it. The 


only reason why abortion and its 
corollaries have made the progress 
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they have is because the American 
public is largely unaware of what 
is actually involved.” - 


krikt k 


UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


U.S. SUPREME COURT LEGALIZES 
ABORTION ON DEMAND 


Abortion has been a crackling, high- 
pitched and high-charged issue since the 
landmark decision of the U.S. Supreme 
Court on January 22, 1973, decreeing 
abortion on demand. 

In that decision, the Supreme Court 
overturned moderate to tough anti- 
abortion laws in 46 States. (States not 
affected by the ruling are those which 
already permit abortion on demand -~-= 
Alaska, Hawaii, New York, and Wash- 
ington.) l 

The Court ruled (7 to 2) that a woman 
may obtain an abortion during the first 
three months of pregnancy simply on her 
doctor’s say-so, during the second three 
months if it is related ‘‘to the preser- 
vation and protection of maternal health,’’ 
and during the last three months if ‘‘it 
is necessary in appropriate medical judg- 
ment for the preservation of the life or 
health of the mother.’’ 

In dissenting, Justice William H. Rehn- 
quist stated: 


“To reach its result the court 
necessarily has had to find within the 
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scope of the Fourteenth Amendment 
a right that was apparently completely 
unknown to the drafters of the Amend- 
ment. 

“As early as 1821, the first State 
law dealing directly with abortion was 
enacted by the Connecticut Legis- 
lature...By the time of the adoption 
of the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868 
there were at least 36 laws enacted 
by State or territorial legislatures 
limiting abortion. While many States 
have amended or updated their laws, 
21 of the laws on the books in 1868 
remain in effect today (January 22, 
1973). Indeed, the Texas statute struck 
down today was first enacted in 1857 
and has remained substantially un- 
changed to the present time.”’ 


COMMITTING NATIONAL SUICIDE 


In his column of December 15, 1976, 
Washington-based Paul Scott revealed that 
abortions are now estimated at more than 
1,200,000 a year. According to Senator 
Jesse Helms, leader of the pro-life forces 
in the Senate: 

“‘No God-fearing people can per- 
mit for any length of time a situation 
where the Courts sanction the 

‘legalized killing of millions of its 

unborn, who have done no wrong, 

while prohibiting the execution of 

hundreds of convicted murderers. 

This is a policy of national suicide.” _ 

Commenting on Helms’ statement, 
Scott stated: : 


‘The shocking contrast of moral 
standards cited by Helms refers to the 
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fact that since 1973 the Courts have 
blocked the executions of all con- 
victed criminals in the U.S. while 
legally permitting the massive killing 
of more than 5,000,000 of the nation’s 
future citizens.” 


TAXPAYERS’ DOLLARS FINANCE MASSIVE 
KILLING OF THE UNBORN 

Many Americans strongly oppose 
legalized abortions. But howmany Ameri- 
cans know that their tax dollars are being 
used to pay for abortions, regardless of 
their views on this vital issue? If it is 
legal, as the Supreme Court has ruled, 
for women who want easy abortions to 
have them, is it right for people who do 
not believe in easy abortion to have to 
pay for them? 

According to Gene Goldenberg, 
Scripps-Howard writer, in an article which 
appeared in the ROCKY MOUNTAIN NEWS 
of June 22, 1977, ‘‘At present, there are 
300,000 Medicaid abortions a year at a 
cost of $50 million.’’ To the taxpayers, 
it should be emphasized. 


CONGRESSIONAL OPPOSITION 
TO ABORTION 


On June 26, 1976, Congressman Henry 
Hyde succeeded in tacking an anti-abortion 
amendment onto the mammoth $56.2 billion 
appropriations bill for the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare by a 
startling 207-167 vote, only to be rejected 
by the Senate. However, the Hyde amend- 
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ment became part of the law making ap- 
propriations for HEW (which oversees 
the Medicaid program) because the Senate 
later backed down when it appeared that 
the entire HEW program would go unfunded 
because of the impasse. But imple- 
mentation of the Hyde amendment pro- 
hibiting the use of federal funds for 
abortions is being held up (as of June 
1977) by afederal district court injunction. 

Nevertheless, its adoption by the House 
in 1976 signals a definite shift away from 
the abortion-on-demand attitude created in 
the country by the Supreme Court decision 
in 1973, striking down the States’ anti- 
, abortion laws. 

Commenting on the 207-167 vote to 
prohibit federal funds to finance abortions, 


Kevin Phillips in his column of July 28, — 


1976, observed: 


“The 207-167 vote is a revealing 
index of how many Congressmen know 
that anti-abortion sentiment is much 
larger than Liberals like to admit.” 


Substantiating the fact of Congressional 


opposition, on June 17, 1977, the House of — 


Representatives by a vote of 201-155 
on a $61.3 billion appropriations bill for 
the Departments of Labor and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, adopted language 
Saying that no funds are to be used to 
pay for or promote abortions. 

Then on June 29, the Senate voted 56 
to 39 to let federal funds be used for 
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abortions for poor women when the life 
of the mother is in danger, when a doctor 
Says it is ‘‘medically necessary’’ or in 
cases of rape and incest. 

According to a UPI dispatch from 
Washington: ‘‘The Senate language ap- 
parently would eliminate most of the 
300,000 abortions performed each year 
for low-income women using federal Medi- 
caid funds since most are not done for 
medical necessity.’’ 

However, regardless of the 1977 
position of both the House and the Senate 
against abortion, the matter is expected 
to continue to be fought in the courts 
by the proponents of abortion on de- 
mand. 

Therefore, the only legal way left 
to prevent the massive killing of the un- 
born is by adoption of a Constitutional 
Amendment. This is provided for in Article 
5 of the U.S. Constitution. Such an Amend- 
ment requires a two-thirds vote of both 
the House and the Senate, and must be 
ratified by the legislatures of three- 
fourths of the States. 


A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
TO PROTECT THE UNBORN 


On June 26,1974, Congressman Edward 
J. Derwinski introduced in the House of 
Representatives a proposed Human Life 
Amendment which reads as follows: 
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**Section 1: With respect to the 
right to life, the word ‘person’ as 
used in this article and in the Fifth 
and Fourteenth Articles of Amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States applies to all human beings 
irrespective of age, health, function 
or condition of dependency, including 
their unborn offspring at every stage 
of their biological development. 


**Section 2: No unborn person shall 
be deprived of life by any person; 
provided, however, that nothing in 
this article shall prohibit a law per- 
mitting only those medical proce- 
dures required to prevent the death 
of a mother. 


‘Section 3: The Congress and 
several States shall have power to 
enforce this article by appropriate 
legislation.” 


In late 1976, Senator Jesse Helms 
served notice that he plans to push for the 
passage of a Constitutional Amendment 
protecting the right to life of the unborn. 

In hundreds of private letters to pro- 
life leaders and groups throughout the 
nation, Helms is urging them to go all- 
out in their support in 1977 for Con- 
gressional enactment of the anti-abortion 
Constitutional Amendment. As Helms puts 
it: “I believe the chances are excellent 
that at least one House of Congress will 
pass a Constitutional Human Life Amend- 
ment.” 
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RELIGIOUS GROUPS OPPOSE ABORTION 


_ Paul Scott, in his column of January 
21, 1977, predicted: 


‘“‘With more and more Christian 
and Jewish religious leaders com- 
paring the massive killing of the un- 
born and the growing number of 
abortion mills to Nazi death 
chambers, the confrontation over the 
rights of the unborn and its mother 
will build toward a climax during 
the Carter Administration as did the 
civil-rights controversy in the 1960s 
during the Kennedy and Johnson Ad- 
ministrations.’ 


A deacon inthe Baptist Church, Senator 
Helms is hoping that the ‘‘pastoral plan’’ 
dopted in November 1975 by the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishops will help 
rally Catholic support for this move to 
make the full Senate take a public stand on 
the crucial issue of abortion. 

According to columnist Scott, the 
Catholic Church, calling abortion one of the 
jop political-moral issues of our times, 
supports a Constitutional Amendment to 
“restore the basic constitutional pro- 
tection of the right to life of the unborn 
child.’’ 

Somewhat similar stands have been 
‘taken by the Lutheran Church, Missouri 
Synod, and the Church of Jesus Christ 
Latter-Day Saints as well as many 
testant fundamentalist denominations. 
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NATION-WIDE SUPPORT FOR 
“PRO-LIFE” AMENDMENT 


According to an editorial in the 
INDIANAPOLIS STAR of February 8, 1976, 
both the Indiana House and Senate have 
indorsed resolutions urging Congress to 
approve this proposed Constitutional 
Amendment. 

On January 22, 1976, an estimated 
65,000 persons from all over the country 
participated in a protest demonstration 
held in Washington on the third anniver~ 
sary of the Supreme Court ruling decreeing 
abortion on demand. The significance of 
this large, peaceful protest is that it was 
the largest since the anti-war demon- 
stration of the late 1960s and the civil- 
rights protests of the 1950s. 

This 1976 massive demonstration was 
the first national sign of the most intense 
organizational drive underway nationwide 
by any volunteer mass-action movement 
outside of the two major political parties. 

The January 22, 1977, pro-life anti- 
abortion demonstration in Washington was 
even larger, with an estimated 100,000 
demonstrators from all areas of the United 
States who braved a bone-chilling 17- 
degree temperature and 35-mile-per-hour 
winds, i 

The main objective of the pro-life 
movement is the passage of a Con- 
stitutional Amendment to protect the life 
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of the unborn. 

= On January 11, 1977, Senator Jesse 
Helms introduced in the U.S. Senate S.J. 
S. 6, a ‘joint resolution proposing an 
endment to the Constitution of the 
United States guaranteeing the right of 
life to the unborn.’’ 

On January 24, 1977, Congressman 
Larry Pressler introduced H.J. Res. 192, 
a similar resolution, in the U.S. House 
of Representatives. 
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Chapter V 
UNCONSTITUTIONALITY OF 
FORCED BUSING —— AND 
THE RISING OPPOSITION 
AND REMEDY 


So, the previous chapter dealt with 
the rights of the unborn. What about the 
rights of the born ~- today’s children 
in school ? 

Following are excerpts from TAX FAX 
No. 119 entitled ‘‘Why Forced Busing Is 
Illegal,’ which was published in April 
1972, followed by a lengthy update. 

cee ee 

In the controversy over forced busing, 
there are at least two ‘‘camouflaged’’ 
phrases that have crept into the debate 
and may have fooled some people. 

One of these disguises is involved 
in the phrase some use when they say 
they oppose forced busing ‘‘except as 
required by the Constitution.’’ In this 
connection, the CHATTANOOGA NEWS-F REE 
PRESS of March 18, 1972, stated: 

‘“‘The Constitution does not give the 
federal government any authority over 
education, leaving it to the States or 
to the people. And it does not re- 
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quire any citizens to be assigned 
arbitrarily to anything and be sub- 
jected to forced busing.” 

The other misleading pitch on forced 
busing often employs the advocacy of 
‘‘quality education.’’ 

Commenting on the phony use of this 
phrase, the CHATTANOOGA NEWS -FREE 
PRESS observed: 

*‘Obviously, nobody is against 
quality education; everybody with any 
sense is for it. Forced busing is not 
the way to provide quality. It causes 
the wasteful expenditure of vast sums 
of money that may be diverted from 
the provision of quality education.”’ 


HOW IT ALL STARTED 


In the question of school segregation- 


integration, from 1892 there had prevailed 
a Supreme Court ruling (Plessy vs. 
Ferguson) that said schools could be 
racially ‘‘separate but equal.’’ 

On May 17, 1954, the Supreme Court 
overturned this precedent (Brownvs. 
Board of Education, Topeka) and declared 
separation of school systems through 
racial discrimination would not he ac~ 
cepted. 

At that time, in many school systems, 
race was considered in making student 
assignments, so that there were white 
schools and black schools. Therefore, 
the court in 1954 said in effect, ‘‘You 
shall not discriminate according to race.’’ 
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But when non-discrimination did not 
bring artificial mixing patterns to suit 
some sociological experimenters, court 
rulings began to come down saying ‘‘You 
shall discriminate according to race to 
force a certain pattern’’ -- that is, the 
forced busing of white children to pre- 
dominantly black schools, and black 
children to predominantly white schools. 

In a press release of February 14, 
1972, Senator Strom Thurmond stated: 

‘“*Then, (1954) their position was 
that no student should be forced to 

Or prevented from attending a 

particular school because of race. 

Today, they advocate busing and other 

measures which force students to go 


to certain schools solely on the basis 
of race.’’ 


UNCONSTITUTIONAL RULINGS 


Referring to the recent plethora of 
court edicts decreeing forced busing in 
various parts of the country, Senator 
Sam J. Ervin, Jr., a former associate 
justice of the North Carolina Supreme 
Court, declared on February 17, 1972: 


“All of these judicial tyrannies 
are being practiced on the basis -- 


so their authors say -- of the equal 
protection clause of the 14th Amend- 
TEN: ce: 


“‘The equal protection clause is 
not a complicated Constitutional pro- 
vision. It is probably the simplest 
provision in the Constitution. It reads: 
‘No State shall make or enforce 
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any law which shall abridge the priv- 
ileges or immunities of citizens of 
the United States; nor shall any State 
deprive any person of life, liberty, 
or property without due process of 
law; nor deny to any person within 
its jurisdiction the equal protection 
of the laws.’’’ 


‘When a federal court orders a 
school board to deny a child the right 
to attend his neighborhood school and 
permits other children residing in the 
same school district or in the same 
attendance zorie to attend the neigh- 
borhood school, the court compels 
the school board to violate the equal 
protection clause, because it compels 
the school board to treat ina different 
manner children similarly situated.” 


CONGRESSIONAL LEGISLATION IGNORED 
Actions by federal judges and govern- 
ment officials decreeing forced busing ar- 
rogantly defy a law passed by Congress. 
The Congress of the United States affirmed 
a non-discriminatory policy in the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 when it said: 
€e ‘desegregation’? shall not mean the 
assignment of students to public schools 
in order to overcome racial imbalance” 
and ‘‘nothing herein shall empower any 
official or court of the United States to 
issue any order seeking to achieve a 
racial balance in any school by requiring 
the transportation of pupils or students 
from one school to another or one school 
district to another in order to achieve 


| such racial balance.’’ 
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SUPREME COURT ORDERS FORCED BUSING 


On April 20, 1971, the U.S. Supreme 
Court, in a decision written by Chief 
Justice Warren Burger, upheld the Con- 
stitutionality of massive busing, as well 
as the use of racial quotas, in going be- 
yond the neighborhood school in pupil as- 
signment. This unanimous ruling means 
that federal courts may order busing 
to desegregate schools. 


SUPREME COURT UPSURPS LAW OF THE LAND 


Congressman John R, Rarick, on April 
26, 1971, charged: 


‘‘The court decisions handed down 
April 20, 1971, are in contravention 
of the Constitution itself, are con- 
trary to the statutes enacted by this 
Congress and constitute clear usurp- 
ation. 

“‘The average American is being 
told from his TV set and reads from 
his newspaper that the Supreme Court 
has now ‘legalized’ busing of school- 
children and that theSupreme Court’s 
order is the ‘law of the land.’”’ 


What is ‘‘the law of the land’? _ 
Article 6, Clause 2 of the U.S. Con- 
stitution gives this iron-clad definition: 
‘‘This Constitution: and the laws 
of the United States which shall be 


made in pursuance thereof...shall be 
the supreme law of the land.” 


In this regard, Congressman Rarick 
had this to say: l 
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*‘Nothing is provided about Su- 
preme Court decisions being ‘the law 
of the land.’ On the other hand, judges 
are bound by acts of Congress.” 
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Congressman Rarick then went on to 
= declare: 


“Federal judges -- not one of 
whom was elected by or is respon- 
sible to the people -- have combined 
to promulgate and attempt to enforce 
by judicial fiat compliance with rules 
contrary to the laws enacted by the 
US which are ‘the law ‘of the 
an p? 39 


SOME ARGUMENTS AGAINST BUSING 


® In a speech in the Senate on February 
21, 1972, Senator James B. Allen stated: 


= 


“The irony of forced busing is 
that wherever court orders and HEW 
plans require school boards to spend 
hundreds of thousands of tax dollars 
providing unneeded and unwanted 
transportation, that means fewer tax 
dollars available for improving the 


quality of teaching, for more libraries 


and better school buildings and for 
greater educational opportunities for 
our children.” - 


® Publisher William Loeb, writing on 
October 12, 1971, in his newspaper THE 
MANCHESTER (N. H.) UNION LEADER, had 
this to say: 


‘Anyone with common sense 
knows that mixing children with lower 


I.Q.’s and lower capabilities with - 


brighter children does not raise the 
educational level, but that the lower 
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groups slows down the learning pro- 
cess of the brighter children. But 
such a logical understanding comes 
as a complete surprise to the race 
theorists.”’ 

e Congressman Olin E. Teague, in 
testifying before the House Judiciary Com~ 
mittee on anti-busing legislation, pointed 
out: 


r 


‘‘Many youngsters who used to go 
to school in their own neighborhood 
are now being transported an hour or 
more in each direction, solely to get 
an acceptalbe racial mix in the 
schools. That’s two unnecessary, use- 
less hours out of their lives, every 
school day of the year. This is the 
time that could be spent studying, or 
reading and researching, or even 
playing healthy games. Instead it must 
be spent ona dreary bus ride, where 
the big thrill of the journey is waving 
to the busload of youngsters being 
transported all the way back in the 
opposite direction.” 


VIOLENCE IN THE SCHOOLS 


An editorial in the INDIANAPOLIS STAR 
of October 24,1971, revealed the following: 


“There have been thousands of 
disruptions and incidents of violence, 
ranging from pupil and parent boy- 
cotts, vandalism and arson to as- 
saults, riots and even murder. A 
Sampling of only 700 secondary 
schools studied by the Syracuse Re- 
search Corporation for the U.S. Office 
of Education showed that 85 per cent 
experienced some kind of disruption 


Forced Busing . 87 


in the period 1967-69. The study con- 
cluded that disorders are more likely 
to occur in racially integrated thanin 
all-white or all-Negro schools.’’ 

Congressman Robert L.Sikes on March 
8, 1972, commented: 

‘The violence which busing has 
produced -- bombings and burning of 
buses, picket lines, and fires and 
disturbances in the schools -- has 
caused, understandably, parents to 
fear for their children’s safety. Where 
possible, they move their children to 
a more peaceful and desirable situ- 
ation. Where impossible, there is 
tension and growth of hatred instead 
of any promised equality of op- 
portunity. Thus busing is ac- 
complishing nothing more than the 
destruction of our system of education 
and the polarization of our peoples.” 


UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


Busing has created deep divisions, 
lasting antagonisms, suspicion and dis- 
trust, and nationwide dissatisfaction. Pub- 
lic school education seems to have been 
relegated to secondary status. Once the 
schools were utilized to prepare our 
children for a useful life. Now they are 
utilized as sociological experiments -- 
experiments which have proved a di- 
sastrous failure -- increasing racial ten- 
sions and hostilities, creating monumental 
discipline problems, and crumbling the 
education process. 
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VIOLENCE IN SCHOOLS CONTINUES 
TO INCREASE 


THE NEWS of Lynchburg, Va., in an 
editorial on September 12, 1975, dis- 
cussed a report of the National Education 
Association. According to that report, 
between 1970 and 1973 school murders 
went up 18.5 per cent, rapes went up 40 
per cent, robberies almost 37 per cent, 
burglaries about 12 per cent, drug and 
alcohol offenses 37.5 per cent, and as- 
saults on teachers 77.4 per cent, 


BUSING ADVOCATES SEND THEIR 
CHILDREN TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS 
In a press release on January 19, 
1972, Congressman H.R. Gross declared: 

“There are no worse hypocrites 
abroad in the land than those in- 
dividuals in places of power who advo- 
cate the busing of schoolchildren to 
‘achieve racial balance,’ but, who, 
themselves, send their children to 
private schools to escape that which 
they would foist upon others.’’ 

During the presidential campaign of 
1976, Jimmy Carter attacked white 
‘elitists’? in government who kept their 
children out of Washington’s public schools 
which are now almost all-black. Carter 
said that if elected he would send his 
young daughter to such a school. (Which 
he subsequently did.) - 

Carter’s announcement prompted a 
study by the Washington POST which was 
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discussed by Ralph de Toledano in his 

‘column of December 17, 1976. According 

‘to de Toledano the study ‘thas left many 
red faces in Washington.’’ 

The POST discovered that Vice Presi- 
dent Walter Mondale, one of the most 
dedicated of the ultra-Liberals in the 
Senate, sends his son to one expensive 
private school and his daughter to another. 

Senator Edward M. Kennedy, who has 
sternly lectured his constituents in Boston 
because they oppose busing also has his 
children in white private schools. Others 
in the Congress and the top echelons of 
government, if they do not place their 
children in private schools, send them to 
Maryland and Virginia public schools ~~ 
and pay tuition to do so if they live in 
| the District of Columbia. 

The Washington POST survey also 
showed that there are only two members 
in the entire Congress who do not send 
their children to schools in which whites 
outnumber blacks. 

ELIGHT OF THE WHITES 


Busing to achieve integration is now 
creating more segregation than it is de- 
stroying. The effect of busing has been 
‘*re-segregation.’’ Whites, no longer able 
to send their children to traditional neigh- 
borhood schools, are fleeing the city 
rather than bus their offspring into the 


i black ghetto. 
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An editorial in the CHATTANOOGA 
NEWS-FREE PRESS of September 11,1975, 
stated: 

“In Memphis (Tenn.), the school 
population used to be about 50 per 
cent black and 50 per cent white. 
Now it’s 70 per cent black. 

“In Atlanta (Ga.), the white enroll- 
ment used to be 62 per cent in the 
early 60’s. Now it’s less than 13 
per cent white.’’ 

Between 1971 and 1975, in Dallas, Tex., 
white enrollment fell by 30,000 pupils. 
In Denver, Colo., white student enroll- 
ment has decreased by more than 30 
per cent since 1970. In Pasadena, Calif., 
forced busing has cost local schools 40 
per cent of their white pupils. 

Inglewood, Calif., is a classicexample 
of the white flight. Five years after a 
court ordered school busing for racial 
balance there, the white student popu- 
lation in public schools had dropped to 
only 19.5 per cent, a figure so low that 
the court granted the city permission to 
abandon busing for racial balance. There 
simply weren’t enough white pupils left 
in public schools to bring about any 
Significant integration, The majority of 
white parents had either moved out of 
Inglewood or enrolled their children in 
private schools. 


COST OF GASOLINE FOR BUSING IN 
THE ENERGY CRISIS 


In a speech on the floor of the Senate on 
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May 19, 1977, Senator Jesse Helms intro- 

duced a bill (S. 1567) to end the busing of 

schools children farther than the next 

closest school to their home and thus 

= save millions of gallons of gasoline each 
year. 

Helms noted, ‘‘The average school bus, 
which gets a mere 5 miles to the gallon 
of gasoline, is the biggest gas-guzzler 
on the road today.’’ 

And then Helms continued: 

l ‘Nationally, we will waste 342 
million gallons of gasoline this year 
busing school children. That’s equal 
to wasting the total output of 600 

average producing oil wells each — 
year.” 


BLACK OPPOSITION TO BUSING 


In his speech, Senator Helms also 
pointed out that a majority of both white 
and black Americans continue to oppose 
busing beyond neighborhood schools. 

Helms referred to a recent telecast of 
“Black Journal’’ over the Public Broad- — 
casting System on the subject of busing. 
He told of the results of 100 black leaders 
surveyed by the program. It found that 58 
per cent of those asked did not want 
children bused to schools outside their 
neighborhoods, and 74 per cent of these 
black leaders thought that busing did not 
improve the quality of student education. 

Helms also cited a recent Lou Harris 
Poll which showed that only 38 per cent 
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of black Americans favor busing to achieve 
racial balance. 


CIRCUMVENTING THE WILL OF CONGRESS 


In 1975, Congress adopted language 
known as the Byrd amendment to the 
Labor-HEW appropriations bill. 

The Ford Administration interpreted 
the Byrd amendment strictly, as Congress 
intended it to be interpreted; namely, 
that HEW could not use federal funds as 
a means of coercing school districts to 
bus children away from their nearest 
school. 

But things have changed now that the 
Carter Administration is in power, as 
Congressman Ron M. Mottl pointed out 
in a speech in the House on June 16, 
1977: ' 

“The current administration, ap- 
parently pursuing a policy of desegre- 
gation at any cost and ‘damn the intent 

of Congress,’ has concocted a new 

interpretation of the Byrd amendment 

that somehow exempts the pairing and 

clustering of schools from the amend- 

ment’s prohibitions.”’ 

An article by William Steif, Scripps- 
Howard staff writer, in the ROCKY 
MOUNTAIN NEWS of June 10, 1977, put 
it this way: 


‘‘The Health, Education and Wel- 
fare Department and the Justice De- 
partment have devised a way to get 
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around the Congressional ban on using 
federal funds to bus students beyond 
their nearest neighborhood school.... 

““The new policy, pushed by David 
> S. Tatel, director of the Office for 

Civil Rights, would permit youngsters 

to be bused considerable distances in 

a city whose school district is de- 

segregating through ‘pairing’ or 

‘clustering’ of schools.’’ 

Here’s how the Carter Administration 
policy would work: Two eight-grade 
schools, one mostly black and one mostly 
White, on opposite sides of a two-school 
town, could be turned into four-grade 
schools ~- one running from first through 
fourth grades, the other from fifth through 
eighth grades. Under this newHEW policy, 
half the town’s students could be bused 
to achieve desegregation. 

On June 16, Congressman Ronald M. 
Mottl introduced an amendment to the bill 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of Labor and Health, Education, and 
Welfare for the fiscal year ending 
September 30,1978. The amendment reite- 
rated the wording of the Byrd amendment 
to prevent the use of federal funds for 
busing and specifically included school 
districts that merge, pair or cluster under 
desegregation orders. l 

The vote on the amendment was a 
lopsided 225-157, again proving the anti- 
forced busing position of the House of 
Representatives. 
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A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO 
STOP FORCED BUSING 
Thwarted by U.S. Supreme Court and 
lower federal court rulings, dictated toby 
unelected federal bureaucrats in HEW and 
the Justice Department, it is now obvious 
that the only way to restore the neighbor- 
hood school concept is the adoption of a 
Constitutional Amendment to prohibit the 
assignment of pupils to public schools 
on the basis of race. 
As Senator Helms has said: 
“I hope that we can proceed im- 
mediately with the process of adopting 
a Constitutional Amendment so that we 
can forever end this oppressive in- 
fluence on public education with the 
highest authority of law. Wecan write 
into the Constitution express language 
prohibiting forced busing flatly, so 
that this form of ugly tyranny will 
never again plague this nation.” 


On February 20,1974, Congresswoman 
Edith Green made a speech on the floor 
of the House. Mrs. Green, known as a 
Liberal Democrat, stated that in Nove mber 
1973 she sent a questionnaire to con= 
stituents in her Congressional district 
Which, she said, was a *‘predominantly 
urban and industrialized area’? in Oregon 
‘“‘which has never experienced any bitter 
experience over forced busing.’’ The 
mailing list for her questionnaire was 75 
to 80 per cent Democratic. 

The question asked was: ‘Would you 
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favor a Constitutional Amendment which 
would prohibit the federal government -- 
the executive, legislative, or judicial 
branches ~=- from forcing the busing of 
students from neighborhood schools for 
the sole purpose of achieving racial 
balance ?’ 

According to Congresswoman Green: 


‘We tabulated over 10,000 re- 
sponses and more than 70 per cent 
from that predominantly Democratic, 
enlightened, urban community ex- 
pressed their support of a Constitu- 
tional Amendment to prohibit forced 
busing.” 

And then she continued: 

“I do not happen to believe that 
America is in the mood for tricks, 

_ political or otherwise. I believe that 
what white and black parents 
desperately want is quality education 
for their children, and I further be- 
lieve that the promotional claims that 
busing will achieve this are danger- 
ously deceptive.” 

Kevin Phillips, in his column of 
September 8, 1976, cited a Gallup Poll 
which found that 72 per cent of Americans 
favor a Constitutional Amendment to stop 
forced busing. 

On January 4,1977, Congressman Mottl 
introduced H.J. Res. 19, a Joint Resolution 
proposing ‘‘an Amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States to prohibit 
compelling attendance in schools other 
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than the one nearest the residence and 
to insure equal educational opportunities 
for all students wherever located.’’ 

But how many Americans are aware 
that the adoption of a Constitutional 
Amendment can put a stop to forced busing ? 

With the growing support in Congress 
for such an amendment, it can be passed 
by two-thirds of the House and Senate 
and ratified by three-fourths of the States, 
if the American people are given the facts 
and demand that their Congressmen and 
Senators support this Constitutional 
Amendment -- or vote them out of office 
if they do not. 


q 
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Chapter VI 
THE FEDERAL 
CHILD-CONTROL BILL 


The tentacles of federal control over 
the lives of children continue to reach 
out. i — 

Following are excerpts from TAX FAX 
No. 141 entitled ‘*Federal Child Control =- 
What is the Real Purpose of Proposed 
Federal Day-Care Centers?’ This 
pamphlet was published in November 1975. 


On September 17, 1971, Congressman 
John R. Rarick declared: 


“If Congress or the bureaucrats 
were to come right out and proclaim 
that they were going totake America’s 
children away from parents and home 
and put them all under federal con- 
trol, custody, and ownership, the 
parents of America would rise up in - 
protest and indignation. 

**So, what is bad must be disguised 
to appear good or at least eco- 
nomically beneficial in order to be 


sold to an unsuspecting citizenry.” 


Comprehensive child development fi- 
nanced by the federal government, which 
almost became law in this country in 
1971, is once again being pushed in Con- 
gress. The radicals who rammed it through 
both the House and the Senate in 1971 
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only to have former President Nixon veto 
it, are hoping that the public uproar it 
raised then has now died down, 

The 1975 bills, H.R. 2966 and S. 626, 
are virtually identical to the original 
Child Development Act of 1971. However, 
purportedly to stress family participation, 
the name of the 1975 bill was changed to 
Child and Family Services Act. 

Efforts are being made to sell the 
expansion of federally-controlled 
schooling to include youngsters from 3 
to 5 years as a ‘‘day-care’’ program de- 
Signed to help working mothers and to 
enable disadvantaged mothers to seek 
employment outside the home, 

However, THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY RE- 
PORT of October 1975 points out that 
“federal aid for child-care is already 
available to the needy from more than 50 
other federal programs.’’ 

Congressman John G. Schmitz on June 
28, 1972, had this to say: 


“The essential fact about this 
legislation, which needs to be stressed 
over and over again, is that it goes 
far beyond simple custodial day-care 
for children whose mothers by 
absolute economic necessity must 
work. Many people still have the er- 
roneous impression that this is justa 
‘day-care’ bill, and by ‘day-care’ they 
mean custodial care, supervising 
small children at play without trying to 
change or ‘develop’ them.’’ 
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What, then, is the real threat presented 
by the Child and Family Services Act of 
1975? 
Syndicated columnist James J. Kil- 
patrick on October 14, 1975, put it this way: 
‘‘For all its deceptive trimmings, 
this bill proposes to make the gov- 


ernment prime parent of millions of 
children. In the formative years of 


early childhood, under this massive 

program, the role of natural parents 

would become merely advisory. A 

legion of teachers, psychologists, and 

behavior specialists would ee the 
infant clay.’’ 

As a matter of fact, Dr. Reginald 
Lourie, President of the Joint Com- 
mission on Mental Health of Children, 
in testimony before a Senate Committee, 
stated: TE : 
“There is serious thinking among 

child researchers that we cannot 
trust the family alone to prepare young 
people for this new kind of world -- 
not only are parents unnecessary, but 
they are too inept to rear their own 
children.’’ 

An editorial in the July 12, 1972, 
INDIANAPOLIS NEWS quotes Lourie as having 
stated that ‘‘the timing of appropriate 
intervention is crucial. In the first 18 
months of life, the brain is growing 
faster than it ever will again. This is the 
time when it is most plastic and most 
available for appropriate experience and 
corrective interventions.’’ 
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To which The INDIANAPOLIS NEWS re- 


torted: - 
‘Unless we are badly mistaken, 
the American people don’t want Big 
Government projecting ‘corrective 
interventions’ into the psyches of 
infant children. But if the social 
engineers continue to have their way, 
that is exactly what we are going to 
get.” - ? ; 
Congressman John G. Schmitz spelled 
out the danger in an article in THE 
REVIEW OF THE NEWS for November 3,1971: 


“Of course, the attack on the 
family has been a major character- 
istic of the most oppressive totali- 
tarian regimes of modern times. 
Nazi Germany had the Hitler Youth, 
specifically designed to indoctrinate 
children with a loyalty to the govern- 
ment so fanatical that it would take 
precedence over their loyalty and 
love for their own parents. Soviet 
Russia and Communist Cuba have had 
similar programs for the same pur- 
pose.” 


The scheme to establish a network of 
day-care centers, financed and controlled 
by the federal government, took shape at 
the White House Conference on Children, 
held in Washington, D.C., in December 
1970. 

In the 1971 session of Congress day- 
care legislation was introduced. One of the 
prime sponsors was Senator Jacob Javits 
who has stated: ‘‘We have recognized 
that the child is a care of the state.” 
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Meaning an all-powerful federal gov- 
ernment. 

To give you an insight into the thinking 
of those promoting federal day-care for 
children, here is a quotation from the 
Report of the 1970 White House Con- 
ference on Children: 

‘“‘Day-care is a powerful institu- 
tion...A day-care program that 
ministers to a child from six months 
to six years of age has over 8,000 
hours to teach him values, fears, be- 
liefs and behaviors.” 

Whose ‘‘values,’’ ‘‘fears,’’ ‘‘beliefs’’ 
and ‘‘behaviors’’? Those decided upon 
by the federal government, of course. 


WHAT THE CHILD AND FAMILY 
SERVICES ACT CALLS FOR 

The Child and Family Services Act 
was introduced in the House of Repre- 
sentatives on February 6, 1975, by Con- 
gressman John Brademas and in the 
Senate by Senators Jacob Javits and Walter 
F. Mondale on February 7. 

According to Senator Mondale, the 
purpose of the bill is ‘‘to provide fi- 
nancial assistance to help States and 
localities upgrade the quality and expand 
their services for children andfamilies.’’ 
Now, that doesn’t sound too menacing, 
does it? Read on. 

The bill would create a new federal 
office of Child and Family Services within 
the Department of Health, Education and 
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Welfare (HEW) which would supervise 
part-day or full-day child-care programs 
in group homes, or in other child-care 
facilities, which ‘‘provide the educational, 
health, nutritional, and social services 
directed toward enabling children partici- 
pating in the program to attain their 
maximum potential.’’ It also provides for 
“other health, social, recreational, and 
educational programs designed to meet 
the special needs of children and families 
including before- and after-school and 
summer programs.’’ In short, the federal 
government under this radical legislation 
would assume the preponderance of the 
responsibilities for the care of children 
that traditionally have been the role of 
parents. .. 

The bill authorizes $150 million for 
fiscal 1976 and $200 million for fiscal 
1977 for training, planning, and technical 
assistance, and $500 million in fiscal 
1977 and $1 billion in fiscal 1978 for 
program operation. However, in one of his 
last appearances before a Congressional 
Committee as Secretary of HEW, Caspar 
Weinberger blasted the Mondale- 
Brademas proposal as one that would cost 
the American taxpayers anywhere from 
$14 billion to $40 billion a year in the 
future. 


Though the day-care bill is being 
promoted as helping working mothers, 
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Congressman Brademas sees a much 
larger scope for the bill. According to 
Brademas: ‘‘The Child and Family 
Services Act is aimed at serving children 
in all socio-economic groups.’’ Brain- 
washing, on a vast scale, of all children =~ 
rich and poor alike. 
TAMPERING WITH CHILDREN’S MINDS 
The bill provides for ‘‘diagnosis, 
identification, and treatment of visual, 
hearing, speech, medical, dental, 
nutritional, and other physical, mental, 
psychological and emotional barriers to 
full participation in child and family ser- 
vice programs.” It also provides for 
“special activities’’ to ‘“‘identify and 
ameliorate’? certain “‘mental and 
emotional handicaps.’’ And who is to decide 
what are ‘‘mental and emotional handi- 
caps’’ in children? The bureaucrats who 
run the federal day-care centers. 
FEDERAL CONTROL CLEARLY 
SPELLED OUT 
The proposed Act fairly bristles with 
federal controls. Here are afewexamples: 
“The Secretary (of Health, Edu- 
cation and Welfare)...may promulgate 
a common set of program standards 
which shall be applicable to all pro- 
grams providing child-care ser- 
vices...to be known as the Federal 
Standards for Child Care.... 
“‘Provides for such monitoring 
and evaluation procedures including 
licensing, inspection, and enforce- 
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ment activities... 

‘The Secretary shall establish 
policies and procedures in accordance 

with eres which he shall pre- 

scribe.. 

As for aem the scope of federal 
control under this proposed bill, it 
stipulates that funds will be provided for 
other ‘‘services and activities as the 
Secretary (of HEW) deems appropriate 
in furtherance of the purposes of the Act.’’ 

In other words, Congress will be asked 
to vote on a bill which will allow a 
political appointee, the Secretary of HEW, 
to add now unspecified new areas of 
federal control of children. 

WHO ARE THE SUPPORTERS OF 
THIS RADICAL BILL? 

Among the organizations supporting 
child-development legislation are Ameri- 
cans for Democratic Action, Common 
Cause, League of Women Voters, National 
Welfare Rights Organization, National 
Education Association, the Communist- 
leaning National Council of Churches -- 
and, of course, the Communist Party USA. 

The Communist Party newspaper DAILY 
WORLD published a series of articles 
praising government day-care centers in 
Bulgaria, Cuba, and New York City. It 
even went so far in its issue of June 17, 
1971, as to exult: 


“‘Who could have dreamed a gener- 
ation ago that a strongly supported 
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child-development bill would be intro- 
duced in Congress calling for an ex- 
penditure in three years of about 
$13 billion, substantially for day- 
care centers?...The development of 
day-care centers for pre-school 
children of working mothers on a 
mass scale came on the initiative of 
socialist (Communist) countries.’’ 
Day-care centers are basic to a Com- 
unist society. It was Communist Leon 
tsky, writing in ‘*The Revolution Be- 
ayed’’ in 1936, who stated: ‘*You cannot 


‘abolish’ the family, you have to replace 


REAL PURPOSE OF FEDERALLY- 
NTROLLED DAY-CARE CENTERS 
Albert Shanker, radical president of the 
American Federation of Teachers, has 
rongly endorsed the Mondale-Brademas 
bill in the following language: 
‘‘Our organization views the Child 
and Family Services Actas a program 
for the total development of the child- 
ren and for the professionals who 
work with the children for the pur- 
pose of molding the child to fit the 
social needs of the nation. (Emphasis 
added) 
Congressman John Rarick on 
December 21, 1971, terming the proposed 
day-care centers as the ‘‘new federal 
orphanages,’ declared: ‘‘The next 
eneration of Americans will not learn 
iberty and individuality at their mother’s 
» but rather will be ‘developed’ to 


106 The American Family Under Attack 


perpetuate the one-world egalitarian sys- 
tem.” : 

The LYNCHBURG (Va.) NEWS of June 
20, 1972, put it this way: 

“When a government decides to be 
absolute in control, it takes control 

of children and educates them by 

the methods of Pavlov and his dogs, 

a psychology behaviorialism that 

works well with dogs but destroys the 

desirable individual development of 
the child. Government-controlled 
children are human robots who will 
grow up to be adult robots. This is 

the Communist system.” 

Under these programs to federalize 
America’s children, the child will learn 
to be part of the group, to conform -= 
in short, to be a collectivist where he will 
never venture anything on his own but will 
be a willing mental slave of those who 
will dictate his thoughts and actions. 


UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


An editorial in the July 16, 1976, 
issue of the CHATTANOOGA NEWS-FREE 
PRESS stated: 


‘One bill introduced by Sen. Mon- 
dale stirred perhaps more ‘anti’ mail 
than any other measure in the Con- 
gress in recent years. It was a highly 
dangerous plan that was disguised as 
a simple, humanitarian program. It 
was called the Child and Family Ser- 
vices Bill. So great was the fear 
of federal control of children and 
family matters, so outraged were 
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y at the orosei programs and 
ulti-billion-dollar cost that it was 
S detracked for the time being, at 
least.” 


As mentioned previously, the chief 
nsor of the Child and Family Services 
. was Senator Mondale, now Vice Presi- 
t in the Carter Administration. 

_As to President Carter’s position on the 


atic Party’s platform committee to 
ropose a network of federal child-care 
ters. 
On February 13, 1975, Congressman 
hn Brademas, who introduced the bill 
the House in 1975, stated: ‘‘I want to 
tress that participation in the program 
upported under the proposed Act will 
entirely voluntary.’’ 
For how long? 

Congressman Steve Symms gives the 


“Under the bill, the programs 
are voluntary for now, and federal 
involvement incertain sensitive areas 
has been toned down for now, but the 
legislation is open-ended and there 
is great potential for future abuse.’ 
And then Congressman Symms con- 
tinued: 

‘*The history of federal programs 
tell us that, once established, they 
tend to mushroom in all directions 
until they reach a level of spending 
and government interference far 
beyond what anyone had envisioned. 
Widespread encouragement of institu- 
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tional, government day-care for young 

children will, I believe, only serve 

to weaken family ties in America.” 

On January 26, 1977, Congressman 
Edward R. Roybal introduced H.R. 2505 
which is entitled ‘‘a bill to provide a 
comprehensive child-development pro- 
gram in the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare.” This 1977 bill is 
substantially the same as the 1975 version 
discussed at length in this chapter. And 
just as dangerous. 

Child-development programs in 
H.R, 2505 are defined in Sec. 102 as 
‘comprehensive physical and mental 
health, social, and cognitive development 
services necessary for children partici- 
pating in the program...” As well as 
‘such other services and activities as 
the Secretary (of HEW) deems appropriate 
in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.’’ 

H.R. 2505 also calls for the Secretary 
of HEW to establish an Office of Child 
Development. 

In his newsletter of May 1977, former 
Congressman John R. Rarick warned: 
‘Don’t believe for one minute that compre- 
hensive federal child development is a dead 
issue!’ 
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Chapter. VII 


W THE PROPOSED EQUAL 
RIGHTS AMENDMENT STRIKES 
AT WOMEN AND THE 
AMERICAN FAMILY 


Not only is the attack being launched 
inst the unborn and young children, 
ut America’s women and homemakers 
are also targets. 

Following are excerpts from TAX 

X No. 130 entitled ‘‘Dangers of the 
ny Equal Rights Amendment’’ which 
published in February 1973. A very 
nsive update follows which (1) exposes 
- promoters of ERA, and (2) shows 

Ww the tide has turned, nationally, against 
the women ‘‘libbers’’ now that the Ameri- 
1 people are being informed as to what 
‘RA really means. 
* * * * *€ 


_ The Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) 
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“If this amendment, with the same 
text, had been properly titled ‘An 
Amendment to Deprive Women of 
Their Special Rights and Status in 
Society,’ not a Senator would have 
voted for it.’’ = . 
The promoters of the Equal Rights 

Amendment claim that its main purpose 
is to guarantee to women the right to 
receive equal pay for equal work and to 
have equal job opportunities with men. 
Few will disagree with such an aim. 
But, unfortunately, there is more, much 
more at stake. Because of the broad, 
all-inclusive wording of the amendment 
every woman in the country will in one 
way or another be affected, in some 
cases tragically. 

The Equal Rights Amendment has so 
far been passed by a number of States -- 
but less than the required 38. In States 
Where the voters and the legislators 
have been informed of the alarming dan- 
gers of this amendment, it has been re~ 
soundingly defeated. 


FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS MENACED 


The amendment destroys the concept 
that the male is the protector and pro- 
vider and responsible for his mate and 
offspring. It attacks the traditional concept 
of marriage. In its place it offers a 
Contractual arrangement in which both 
the man and the woman are held equally 
responsible for the care and upbringing 


‘ 


an 
a 
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he children, and eliminates at one 
e one-half of the man’s present 
responsibilities. 
In a letter to the NEW YORK TIMES, 
printed on October 24, 1971, Dr. Jonathan 
H. Pincus, Associate Professor, 
Neurology, Yale University School of 
Medicine, predicted: 

‘The Equal Rights Amendment 
and many of the other goals of its 
proponents will bring social dis- 
ruption, unhappiness and increasing 
rates of divorce and desertion.”’ 


“EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL WORK” 
ALREADY IN EFFECT. 
THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT of No- 
vember 1972 pointed out that ‘‘Equal pay 
for equal work” is guaranteed by the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and by the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 
(Public Law 92-261) which forbids dis- 
crimination in every aspect of employ- 
ment, including hiring, pay and pro- 
motions. 
And then Mrs. Schlafly added: ‘*There 
is absolutely nothing the Equal Rights 
Amendment can add in terms of fair 
employment practices for women.’’ 
Therefore, if there is nothing for 
women to gain by the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment, what is there for women to lose? 


PROTECTIVE LAWS ON WORKING CONDITIONS 
WOULD BE ABOLISHED 


The Congress and the legislatures 
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of the various States have enacted certain 
laws based upon the conviction that the 
physiological and functional differences 
between men and women make it advisable 
to exempt or exclude women from cer- 
tain arduous and hazardous activities in 
order to protect their health and safety. 
Among federal laws of this nature are the 
Selective Service Act, which confines com- 
pulsory military service to men. Among 
State laws are those which limit hours 
during which women can work, and bar 
them from engaging in occupations 
particularly hazardous. 

These would be struck down if the 
Equal Rights Amendment is ratified. 


WHAT THE AMENDMENT REALLY MEANS 


The Equal Rights Amendment reads as 
follows: ` 
“‘Equality of rights under the law 
shall not be denied or abridged by 
the United States or by any State 
on account of sex.” a 
According to Sen. Ervin, who waged 
a vigorous battle against the amendment 
in the Senate: 
‘‘The amendment contains no ex- 
ception or limitation, and is absolute 
in its terms It must be remembered 
that constitutional amendments are 
interpreted according to the words 
in which they are couched.. ” 
Just prior to the Senate vote on March 
22, 1972, Sen. Ervin introduced a num- 
ber of amendments to the Equal Rights 
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Amendment which would have prevented 

this proposed Constitutional Amendment 
from impairing the validity of any laws 
of the United States or any State which 
give special protection to women. All of 
these amendments were rejected by the 
members of the Senate by a large mar- 
gin, ~ 

Therefore, because the Senate rejected 
Sen. Ervin’s amendments, under the Equal 
Rights Amendment (if ratified by 38 

States): 

(1) Women would no longer be exempt 
from compulsory military service -- or 
even combat duty. 

(2) Various protections, benefits and 
exemptions for single women, wives, 
mothers and widows would be wiped out. 

(3) Fathers would no longer have the 
responsibility to support their children. 

(4) Privacy, such as in restrooms, 
for men or women, boys or girls, would 
be outlawed. 

(5) Sexual offense crimes against 
women would no longer be punishable. — 
WOMEN COULD BE DRAFTED FOR 
COMBAT DUTY 

. Under the Equal Rights Amendment, 
no man in the United States could he 
drafted into the Army unless women were 
equally subject to the draft. The U.S. 
Army would not be allowed to exclude 
women from combat or other hazardous 
duty on the basis of sex, since that would 
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discriminate against men. The ERA re- 
quires absolute sameness of treatment 
regardless of sex. 

Women would also be required to 
serve in the National Guard of each 
State. 
FINANCIAL BENEFITS FOR WOMEN 
WOULD BE JEOPARDIZED 

In most States, pensions or death 
benefits are provided for widows of public 
officers and employees, also for widows 
and children of the police force and fire 
departments. 

Because widowers are not eligible for 
any such benefits, such benefits could be 
declared unconstitutional, should the Equal 
Rights Amendment be finally ratified. 

The same would apply to veteran’s 
preferences in employment by govern- 
mental agencies and State public housing 
preferences which are available to widows 
of deceased servicemen -- but not to 
widowers. 


ALIMONY FOR HUSBANDS 


In States where the law provides for 
alimony only for wives, courts could, under 
this amendment, start awarding alimony to 
husbands, if the wives earn more money. 

In this regard, Sen. Ervin commented: 

“(It) would be quite a suprise 
for women of America to learn that 
the Equal Rights Amendment will re- 


quire them to pay alimony to their 
husbands on. exactly the same grounds 
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their husbands are required to pay 
-< alimony to them.’’ 


HUSBANDS WOULD BE RELEASED 
FROM WIFE SUPPORT 


During the Senate debate, Sen. Hiram 
L. Fong pointed out that in the State of 
Hawaii, a wife is not liable for her 
husband’s debts, but that a husband is 
liable for a wife’s debts, her proper sup- 
port and maintenance. 

Such protection for wives would be 
destroyed by the amendment, - 

The common law and statutory law 
of the various States recognize the reality 
that many women are homemakers and 
mothers, and by reason of the duties 
imposed upon them in these capacities, 
are largely precluded from pursuing 
gainful occupations or making any pro- 
vision for their financial security during 
their declining years. 

To enable women to do these things 
and thereby make the existence and de- 
velopment of the race possible, these 
State laws impose upon husbands the 
primary responsibility to provide homes 
and livelihoods for their wives and 
children. 

Commenting on this particular aspect 
of the Equal Rights Amendment, Sen. 
Ervin, during the Senate debate, said: 

“If the Equal Rights Amendment 


should be interpreted by the Supreme 
Court to forbid any legal distinctions 
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between men and women, it would 
nullify all existing and all future laws 
of this kind.” 


The YALE LAW JOURNAL of April 1971, 
stated: 

**Criminal statutes in all but three 

States now penalize a’'man’s desertion 

or non-support of his wife, and all 

American jurisdictions set criminal 

penalties for non-support of young 

children....’’ 

The article then went on to say that 
non-support laws would no longer be valid 
under the Equal Rights Amendment ‘‘where 
only the male is liable for support.’’ 
And that ‘‘the Equal Rights Amendment 
would bar a State from imposing greater 
liability for support on a husband than 
on a wife merely because of his sex.’’ 


HUSBANDS WOULD NOT BE RESPONSIBLE 
FOR CHILD SUPPORT 


In the debate in the Senate of March 
22, 1972, Sen. Norris Cotton declared: 


**If the laws of our States requiring 
men to contribute to the support of 
the children they beget, whether 
legitimate or illegitimate, are to be 
nullified by the proposed amendment, 
it should be known not asthe women’s 
lib amendment but as the men’s lib 
amendment for an amendment which 
does not clearly permit States by 
their laws to make men fulfill their 
responsibilities relieves men and 
takes away the rights of women. 

“‘But, even worse, it takes away 
the rights of small, infant children. 
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No one in his senses could look for- 
ward to a generation in which small 
children would be placed in foster 
homes or in institutions because we 
have written into the Constitution 
an amendment that makes it im- 
possible for the mother to receive 
contributions from the father of her 
children in order that she can be 
with them and they may have the 
benefit of a mother’s love ant care.” 


PERSONAL PRIVACY WOULD BE VIOLATED 

There are statutes which require 
separate toilet facilities for boys and girls 
in public schools. There are statutes that 
require separate toilet facilities for men 
and women in public buildings and in 
buildings used for the interstate trans- 
portation of passengers. 

Professor Paul Freund, of the Harvard 
Law School, testified about this matter 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee in 
1970. After stating that the amendment 
would be absolute, Professor Freund 
‘stated that it would follow that the Equal 
Rights Amendment ‘‘would require that 
there be no segregation of the sexes in 
public restrooms, and other public 
facilities.’’ 

' Commenting on this aspect of the 
Equal Rights Amendment, Sen. Ervin 
stated: i 


“It is clear that the only reason 
that this nation has separate rest- 
rooms for men and women and boys 
and girls is sex: Consequently, being 


- ae a S 
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a distinction based on sex, the Equal 
Rights Amendment would abolish the_ 
power of the federal government and 
the power of the 50 States to require 
separate facilities of this nature for 
persons of different sexes.’’ 


SEX CRIMES WOULD NO LONGER 
BE PUNISHABLE 

Virtually every State has certain 
criminal statutes which make it a crim- 
inal offense for a man to have carnal 
knowledge of an immature girl under the 
age of consent. There is also a law 
known as the Mann White Slavery Act. 
This law makes it a crime for men to 
transport women in interstate or foreign 
commerce for immoral purposes or for 
the purposes of debauchery or for the 
purposes of prostitution. 

According to Sen. Ervin, all such laws 
would be abolished as unconstitutional by 
the Equal Rights Amendment. 


UPDATE FOR THIS BOOK 


The proposed 27th Amendment, the 
Equal Rights Amendment, reads as 
follows: 


“Section 1: Equality of rights 
under the law shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States 
or by any State on account of sex. 

‘Section 2: The Congress shall 
have the power to enforce, by ap- 
propriate legislation, the provisions 
of this article.’’ 


i 
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Since my previously-quoted pamphlet 
was published in February 1973, a wealth 
of new material, resulting from extensive 
research and analysis, has become avail- 
able regarding the threat posed by the 
Equal Rights Amendment (ERA). 
ADDITIONAL DANGERS OF THE 
EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT 

The nationally recognized leader of 
the opposition to ERA is Mrs. Phyllis 
Schlafly. From her newsletter, THE 
PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT,* and pamph~ 
lets published by her national organi- 
zation, STOP ERA,* we learn the following: 
o ERA will tranfer jurisdiction over 
marriage, property rights, divorce, 
alimony, child custody, and inheritance 
rights out of the hands of the individual 
States into the hands of the federal bureau- 
crats. 
e ERA will eliminate all-girls’ and 
all-boys’ schools and colleges. ERA will 
eliminate single-sex fraternities and 
sororities in high schools and on college 


- Campuses. 


e ERA may give the federal govern- 
ment the power to force the admission 
of women to seminaries equally with 
men, and possibly force the churches to 
ordain women. 

© ERA will require police depart- 
ments to eliminate physical tests and to 


*Box 618, Aiton, Ille 62002 


120 The American Family Under Attack 


pass over qualified men so that women 
will be hired and assigned on a one-to- 
one basis. 

a ERA will deprive State legislatures 
of all power to stop or regulate abortions 
at any time during pregnancy. ERA will 
give women a ‘‘Constitutional’’ right to 
abortion. 


E.R.A. PROMOTES ABORTION 
ON DEMAND 


THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT of De~ 
cember 1974 carried a letter dated No- 
vember 12, 1974, by Dean Clarence 
Manion, for many years Dean of the 
Notre Dame Law School and one of the 
country’s most distinguished Constitu- 
tional lawyers. The Charles Rice he refers 
to is presently Professor of Law at the 
Notre Dame Law School. In that letter 
Dean Manion stated: 


“I talked to Professor Charles 
Rice this morning. He thinks that a 
logical legal argument can and should 
be made that the passage of ERA 
would serve to validate the Supreme 
Court’s pro-abortion decision, and 
invalidate any remaining authority 
that any State now has left to pro- 
hibit abortions, or to regulate and 
punish abortions committed after the 
Supreme Court’s permitted trimester 
period of pregnancy.” 


Dean Manion was referring to the 
decision handed down by the Supreme 
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in the case of Roevs.Wade on 
uary 22, 1973. It was a 7-2 opinion. 
wever, in the future, several Justices 
ht change their minds, or there might 
a change in the personnel of the Su- 
me Court. Or, Congress might pass 
a law removing abortion from the juris- 
diction of the Supreme Court. 

But the Equal Rights Amendment, if 
ified, would provide a Constitutional 
ns to assure unlimited abortion on 
demand. 


TODY OF CHILDREN 


The most important present right a 
rced woman has is the presumption 
custody of her children, which is a 
om so firmly engrained into our legal 


ic that it has the force of law. Unless 
mother does not want her children 
here is substantial evidence that she 
morally unfit to have her children, 
she usually is awarded custody. 

However, the Equal Rights Amendment 
vould mandate the courts to make their 
termination on the basis of equality, 
or equal rights to both sexes in all 
matters. According to THE PHYLLIS 
SCHLAFLY REPORT of May 1974: 

‘‘Equality might mean that the 
courts would award one child to the 
mother and one to the father. Or, 
it might mean that the courts would 
award custody to the father in ap- 
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proximately half the cases, andorder 
the mother to pay child support.” 


DOUBLE SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES 


And here is another effect of ERA: 
In her April 19, 1975, column, financial 
columnist Sylvia Porter wrote: 


‘‘The homemaker would contribute 
Social Security taxes just like any 
other self-employed person now 
covered...The Equal Rights Amend- 
ment, when finally passed, will re- 
quire it.” 


What this means is that a woman who 
has always been known as housewife, 
homemaker, and mother would im- 
mediately become classified by the federal 
government as aself-employed hired hand. 
The women’s libbers have concluded that 
the average yearly wage for a hommaker 
should be set at $10,000. The Social 
Security Administration has stated that, 
at present rates, the homemaker would 
have to pay $790 per year for benefits 
she is now eligible to receive by virtue 
of her husband’s Social Security pay- 
ments. Thus, the husband would be paying 
Social Security taxes twice -- once on 
his own earnings and once on the assumed 
“‘earnings’’ of his wife. 

The long-range result of this aspect 
of ERA will be, of course, to drive many 
wives and mothers out of the home. In 
many families, the wife will be compelled 
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a job in order to help pay the 
I amount of aan Security taxon 


K ON VETERANS 


In the aforementioned PHYLLIS 
AFLY REPORT, she stated: 


“The women’s liberation move- 
ment despises veterans andis working 
hard to eliminate all veterans’ pre- 
ference from every aspect of our 
laws, job opportunities, and edu- 
cational system. 

“It is not clear whether this 
animosity stems from the women’s 
libbers’ dogma that men are their 
natural enemies, or from the fact 
that most veterans are men, or from 
a dislike of anyone who has served 
in defense of our country.’ 


If ERA is ever ratified, the women’s 
bbers will push to invalidate veterans’ 
ference on the grounds that it is 
exist’ because it benefits mostly men. 


FTING WOMEN FOR 

TARY SERVICE 

When speaking before uninformed wo- 
nen’s groups, ERA proponents usually 
ndle this subject by saying: ‘‘Oh, you 
't think Congress will really draft 
women, do youl’ | 
Phyllis Schlafly in her REPORT of July 
5 pointed out: 


‘Yes, Congress will really draft 
women if ERA is ratified because 
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the U.S. Constitution is ‘the supreme 
law of the land,’ and Congress must 
obey it. ERA will forbid Congress, 
or any other federal or State law 
or body, to make any difference of 
treatment based on sex....Girls of 
the proper age and in good physical 
condition will be drafted and sentinto 
combat exactly like the men.” 


A column by John F. McManus* which 
appeared in the August 4, 1977, issue of 
THE UTAH INDEPENDENT, noted that women 
are presently enrolled in our service 
academies (West Point, the Naval Academy 
and the Air Force Academy) ‘‘where the 
sole purpose of the training is to create 
combat-ready officers,’ and then stated: 

“Even the Marine Corps has re- 
cently placed women side by side 
with men at its Quantico (Va.) Of- 
ficers Basic School, a combat- 
training center which is no picnic 

for the roughest of men.’’ 

George C. Wilson, in an article which 
appeared in the DENVER POST of July 13, 
discussed a speech Navy Secretary W. 
Graham Claytor planned to deliver in 
Orlando, Fla. According to Wilson: 

‘For openers, the Secretary 
planned to say in his Orlando speech, 
the Navy has asked Congress to 
change the law so women can serve 
aboard a wide variety of non-combat 


Support ships -- including submarine 
tenders, salvage and cargo vessels, 


` 


*A writer for The John Birch Society Features 
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ing tugs -- and go aboard com- 
ships on a temporary basis.” 


Mind you, all this is happening now 
out passage of the Equal Rights 
ndment. Should ERA be ratified by 38 
es, it would be unconstitutional not 
rain women for combat and not to 


ude them in any future draft. Further, 
er ERA, anytime fathers are drafted, 
mothers must be treated exactly the same. 
As a matter of fact, Report No. 92-359, 
ed in 1972 by the House Judiciary 
ommittee, says: ‘‘Not only would women 
uding mothers, be subject to the draft 


_ the military would be compelled to 


e them in combat units alongside 
99 


LLIG lie 


Therefore, ratification of ERA will 
ect America’s mothers and daughters 
the crude indignities of barracks life 
drafting is resumed, and, in wartime, 
o actual combat situations. 
_ And, if ERA had been in effect during 
> Vietnam war, probably considerably 
e than half of the prisoners-of-war 
ptured by the enemy would have been 
men. Consider the horrible fate that 
would have been in store for women 
“soldiers’’ at the hands of vicious enemy 
captors! 
And do the women’s libbers envisage 
a fate for themselves in a future 
r, if ERA is ratified? 
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Most definitely not! 
As Phyllis Schlafly put it in her 
REPORT previously mentioned: 


“The ERA proponents are them- 
selves always either over draft age, 
or they have no daughters, or they 
are too young to know what war is 
all about, or they concede that they 
personally will be conscientious ob- 
jectors.’’ 


Thus it is seen that ratification of ERA 
will force all American women to conform 
to the demands of the militant women 
radicals who themselves have not the 
Slightest intention of ever serving in 
the military. 

Who are these militant women 
radicals -- what is their background and 
record? And why is their aim the de- 
struction of American family life? 


E.R.A. AND HOMOSEXUALITY 


In 1963, the Women’s Liberation move- 
ment got its start with the publication 
of Betty Friedan’s book, ‘‘The Feminine 
Mystique.’ Three years later, author 
Friedan helped to form the National 
Organization for Women(NOW) and served 
as its first president. 

When appearing on television or be- 
fore the media, NOW members spout 
Slogans that all can support, such as 
‘equal pay for equal work,’ etc. But 
When they talk to themselves in their 
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publications, they reveal their revo- 
ry objectives. 

1973, the women’s libbers published 
mpilation of its positions in a booklet 
entitled ‘‘Revolution: Tomorrow is 
vi 

NOW’s positions, in addition to lobbying 
the Equal Rights Amendment, include 
following: 

Government-funded abortion, 
rilization, and contraception on de- 
and; 

Contraceptive and abortion coun- 
ing in schools; 

e Free government-financed child- 
care centers; 

Elimination of women’s exemption 
m any draft; 

Removal of tax-exempt status from 
churches. 

In addition, the National Organization 
r Women, is an organization whose 
mbership includes admitted lesbians, 
whose major political objectives in- 
clude pro-lesbian legislation. 

According to an AP dispatch from 
Washington on February 20, 1973, the 
197 3 national convention of NOW adopted 
a lesbian workshop resolution placing 
NOW on record in support of legislation 
to ‘‘end discrimination based on sexual 
entation, especially in the areas of 
sing, employment, credit and finance, 
ild custody and public accom- 
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modations.’’ 

The previously-referred-to NOW 
booklet states that NOW acknowledges ‘‘the 
oppression of lesbians as a legitimate 
concern of feminism.’’ 


THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT of 
September 1974 had this to say on the 
subjects - 

“The drive to legalize homo- 

Sexuality is currently going on at 

the national, State and local levels. 

Often it is covered by such 

euphemisms as ‘the right to be dif- 

ferent’ or ‘the right of sexual orient- 
ation’ or ‘sexual preference.’ When 
first presented, some people are in- 

clined to be tolerant and assume a 

live-and-let-live attitude.’’ 


Mrs. Schlafly then points out that upon 
examination, it becomes clear that homo- 
sexuals and lesbians are not merely 
seeking the right of consenting adults 
to be different. They want (1) the right 
to teach in schools and colleges, (2) 
the right to ‘‘marry’’ and thereby qualify 
for joint income tax and homestead bene- 
fits enjoyed by husbands and wives, and 
(8) they want the right to adopt children, 

What the homosexuals and lesbians 
have failed to achieve at the federal, 
State and local levels, they are planning 
on accomplishing through the Equal Rights 
Amendment, 

At the Texas hearing on rescission of 
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tification of ERA, held on April 4, 
1975, the ERA proponents provided five 
constitutional lawyers as their witnesses. 
ur out of the five admitted that ERA 
ll legalize homosexual marriages and 
p them the rights of husbands and 
wives. The reason for this is clear. 
p _would constitutionally forbid any 


it is precisely ‘‘on account of sex!? that 
a State now denies a marriage licehse to 
a man and a man, or to a woman anda 
woman. Ñ 

By the same token, a homosexual who 
wants to be a teacher in an elementary 
ol could argue persuasively, if ERA 
is ratified, that to deny him a school 
job would be discrimination ‘‘on account 
of sex.’’ 


OPPOSITION TO E.R.A. MOBILIZES 


In October 1971, by an overwhelming 
vote of 354 to 23, the U.S. House of 
Representatives passed the Equal Rights 
Amendment. This was followed by aSenate 
vote of 84 to 8 on March 22, 1972. 

To become a part of the Constitution, 
the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) must 
be ratified by the legislatures of 38 
States. 

In view of the huge vote in favor of 
ERA in both the House and Senate, 22 
States ratified it in 1972; 8States approved 
it in 1973, but only 3 in 1974. The big 
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rush by State legislatures to ratify ERA 
came before the American people (and 
many State legislators) had a chance to 
learn what it was all about. 

What slowed down the momentum of 
ERA ratification by the States? Thou- 
sands of American women began a tre- 
mendous offensive against ERA. This 
offensive was led nationally by Mrs. 
Phyllis Schlafly, a wife, mother, and 
author of a number of books on issues 
of the day, particularly national defense. 
Mrs. Schlafly’s organization, aptly named 
“Stop ERA,” has literally done just that. 

In 1977 only one State, Indiana, ratified 
ERA, 

As of August 1977, a total of 35 States 
have ratified the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment but three States, Tennessee, Idaho 
and Nebraska, have now rescinded their 
ratification. 


TAXPAYERS’ DOLLARS USED TO 
LOBBY FOR E.R.A, 


Stung by their numerous defeats in 
State legislatures, the militant women’s 
libbers resorted to strong-arm tactics -- 
the ‘‘muscle’’ of federal taxpayers’ dol- 
lars to push for ratification of the E.R.A. 

Here’s the background on how these 
militant women got their hands on $5 
million of taxpayers’ dollars: 

In 1972, the United Nations General 
Assembly proclaimed 1975 as Inter- 
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ational Women’s Year. On January 9, 
1975, President Gerald Ford issued Exe- 
cutive Order No. 11832 setting up the 
Commission on International Women’s 
YEAR (IWY). The IWY Commission opened 
an office in the State Department with 
a paid staff of 13. With Ford’s approval, 
the Commission received cash grants 
from the Departments of State, Interior, 
Labor, Transportation, Justice, Defense, 
as well as from Health, Education and 
Welfare. 

In April 1975, the IWY Commission 
held its first meeting and officially re- 
solved to make ratification of the Equal 
Rights Amendment its first priority. 
After the stunning defeats of ERA 
in the New York and New Jersey 
referendums on November 4, 1975, the 
IWY Commission persuaded Ford to is- 
sue an Executive Order extending the 
“year” of International Women’s Year 
to June 30, 1976. 

On December 10, 1975, the House 
of Representatives passed by a vote of 
252 to 162 a bill authorizing $5 mil- 
lion for the IWY. The termination date 
of the Commission was set at March 
31, 1978. | 

The purpose of the $5 million ap- 
propriation was to put on a women’s 
. conference in every one of the 50 States, 
to be followed by a national conference. 
The IWY has become a blaring, tax- 
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payer-supported propaganda machine 
pushing for ERA, abortion-on-demand, 
federal child-development centers, etc.. 

In the spring of 1977, President Jimmy 
Carter reconstituted the IWY and named 
Bella Abzug as its chairperson. (It was 
*‘Congressperson’’ Abzug who originally 
proposed the bill authorizing the $5 mil- 
lion for IWY. Ms. Abzug also introduced 
the first “‘gay rights” bill which would 
make it possible for gay men and lesbians 
to mold the minds of America’s children 
in schools and in federally financed child- 
development centers.) 

Other Carter appointees to the Com- 
mission on IWY include many of the 
most militant women’s libbers in the 
country such as Gloria Steinem, editor 
of MS. magazine; Jean O’Leary, co- 
executive director of the National Gay 
Task Force; Eleanor Smeal, the new 
president of the National Organization 
< for Women (NOW). 

Commenting on Carter’s appointees 
to IWY, THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT 
of May 1977 had this to say: 


“*It is quite a reflection on Presi- 
dent Carter that he appointed to the 
IWY Commission so many notorious 
women’s libbers as well as the na- 


tional director of the homosexuals’ 
organization, but he did not appoint 
a single member of Stop ERA or 
Eagle Forum. ; 
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T HAPPENED AT THE I.W.Y. 
CONFERENCES? 


On July 1, 1977, Senator Jesse Helms 
declared in the U.S. Senate: 


“There has been and continues to 
be a concerted effort touse these IWY 
State conferences -- financed by tax 
dollars -- to promote the goals of a 
militant feminist. minority... The Na- 
tional Organization for Women, the 
National Women’s Political Caucus, 
and the Lesbian Caucus -- just to 
name a few -- have developed a 
strategy to prevent differing view- 
points from being heard.’ 


In each State, pre-selected IWY com- 
mittees arranged pre-planned packaged 
thinking to produce pre-determined re- 
sults. All the materials selected for 
distribution at the State conference sup- 
ported ERA, abortion, and the other wo- 
men’s lib goals. 

The August 1977 newsletter of Eagle 
Forum E Schlafly, president) re- 
vealed: l 


‘‘Those who attended the Inter- 
national Women’s Year State Con- 
ferences are in a state of shock. 
They have discovered from first- 
hand experience that the women’s 
lib movement stands for: 

(1) Aggressive immorality (es- 
pecially of the lesbian variety), 

(2) Anti-family goals (especially 
abortion, federal child-care, and the 
anti- -homemaker ERA), 
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(3) Total federal power and con- 
trol, rer 
(4) Open hostility toward church- 

going, patriotic Americans, l 

(5) A radical attack on marriage, 
the family, moral values, and the 
traditional role of woman and 

mother.” = Ba 5 

The August 1977 issue of THE PHYLLIS 
SCHLAFLY REPORT declared that the ma- 
jority of the IWY State conferences were 
characterized by rigged elections, ruth- 
less parliamentary tactics, and the rail- 
roading of the pre-scripted IWY reso- 
lutions. 

No speaker opposed to ERA was per- 
mitted to address any general session 
of any IWY State conference. The speakers 
at the workshops were at the ratio of 
about 100 pro-ERA to one token con. 
The hundreds of workshops at the State 
conferences were permitted to discuss 
only the topics selected by the IWY 
such as ERA, abortion, federal child- 
care, and lesbian privileges. 

The rules were kept secret as long 
as possible and then changed daily be- 
fore the State conferences, and hourly 
during the conferences, in any way neces- 
sary to elect IWY delegates to the na- 
tional conference and pass IWY reso- 
lutions. It was standard operating practice 
to unplug the microphones when any non- 
IWY participant tried to speak. 

According to a report in THE 
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IDERER newspaper, in one of the 
workshops at the Pennsylvania IWY 
| erence, ‘‘bestiality and necrophilia 
were promoted as normal forms of sexual 
expression.” The July issue of THE 
MINDSZENTY REPORT stated that Com- 
munist films and literature were dis- 
tributed at Minnesota’s IWY: Colorado 
featured 12 workshops on sexual and 
lesbian subjects, and one on atheism; 
and, in Virginia’s IWY conference, self- 
proclaimed witches held a workshop on 
witchcraft....In Wisconsin, radical femin- 
ists celebrated International Women’s Day 
by marching from the State capitol 
shouting: ‘Two-four-six-eight, Smash the 
Family, Smash the State...’’ 
And, to repeat, these IWY State con- 
ferences were financed by your tax dol- 
lars via that $5 million appropriation. 
CONSERVATIVE WOMEN SCORE 
SIGNIFICANT VICTORIES 

Despite strong-arm, eae, under- 
handed, tricky devices employed by the 
women’s libbers, Conservative women 
managed to out-maneuver the feminist 
radicals in a number of States. 

Syndicated columnist Paul Scott on 
July 4 covered the Nebraska IWY con- 
ference and had this to say: 

“When the smoke of the battle 
cleared, those representing the 


traditional values and pro-life (anti- 
abortion) forces had elected a full 
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slate of 21 delegates to the national 
convention of IWY. The women’s 
libbers were left without a single 
delegate and a ripped-up and changed 
platform.”’ 


And, syndicated columnist James J. 
Kilpatrick on July 11 had these com- 
ments on the Oklahoma IWY conference: 


“What happened in brief, is that 
the troups of Bella Abzug got scalped. 
They were routed. In a fair fight 
at the Oklahoma Conference of 
Women, the women’s libbers were 
out-maneuvered, out-thought, out- 
hustled....The surviving libbers fled 
in disarray. The victorious anti- 
libbers boarded buses to take them 
back home to church.’’ 


THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY REPORT of 
August gave this tally of the IWY State 
conferences: 


“*In a few States, non-IWY partici- 
pants scored spectacular victories; 
Alabama, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, 
Indiana, Kansas, Mississippi, Mis- 
souri, Montana, Nebraska, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, and Utah. 

“In most cases, this was ac- 
complished only because non-IWY 
participants hired lawyers and 
parliamentarians at their own ex- 
pense and threatened legal action 
if they did not get fair treatment.” 


ILLEGAL LOBBYING 


On August 8, the AP reported that 
Congressman George Hansen had criti- 
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IWY, saying it has spent public 
o lobby for the Equal Rights Amend- 
, Hansen stated that he might file 
o halt what he alleges was illegal 
ng by the group. He said the law-' 
was based on a General Accounting — 
audit report. l i 


WDOWN AT THE NATIONAL 

ERENCE IN HOUSTON 

he series of IWY State conferences 

ulminate in a national conference 

held in Houston, Tex., on November 
1977, and attended by 1, ‘eae 

rom all 50 States. 

owever, THE PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY 

T of August revealed: 

“The IWY National Commission is 

now naming 400 additional delegates 

of its own choosing -- just to make 

sure that the pro-ERA libs have a 

comfortable majority in Houston.” 


he ostensible purpose of the Houston 
eting is todraft recommendations which 
| be presented in a final report to the 
ident and Congress in March 1978. 


E.R.A. CAN BE DEFEATED! 


The May 1977 newsletter of Eagle 

um listed the following States as 

ing defeated ERA in 1977: Arizona, 

rkansas, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, 

souri, Oklahoma, Nevada, North Caro- 
Virginia. 
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In addition, as previously mentioned, 
Tennessee, Idaho and Nebraska rescinded 
their ERA ratification. 

As to the validity of rescission of 
ratification by States, James Madison, 
who has been called the ‘‘master builder 
of the Constitution,’ in ‘*The Federalist’’ 
papers (No. 85) asserted that the Con- 
stitution would be amended ‘‘whenever 
three-fourths of the States were united 
in the desire of a particular amend- 
ment.’’ 

And Professor Charles L. Black, Jr., 
of Yale University Law School has stated: 
‘Clearly a State can change its mind 
either way before the amendment is of- 
ficially declared to be ratified.’’ 

The Constitution’s amending procedure 
pointedly ignores two of the three branches 
of the federal government. Only the legis- 
lative branch has any say in the amending 
process (two-thirds of both the House of 
Representatives and the Senate must ap- 
prove), and this Congressional approval 
must then be matched by affirmative votes 
of three-fourths of the State legislatures. 
Accordingly, a Constituional amendment 
is no concern of either the executive or 
judicial branch of the federal govern= 
ment, "=. i i 7 

And yet in early 1977, both President. 
Carter and his wife, Rosalynn; made 
numerous telephone calls to legislators 
in Virginia, North Carolina, Indiana, 
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a, Illinois and Georgia, urging ratifi- 
of ERA, Also, cabinet members 
| Andrus and Juanita Kreps as well 
e House counsel Robert Lipschutz 
residential aide Mark Siegal were 
on the telephone. 

is, Carter has taken the highly 
tionable action of using taxpayers’ 
ey and federal employees to lobby 
rs of State legislatures. 

Phyllis Schlafly, in the Eagle Forum 
etter of February 1977 charged: 


‘“‘This Executive Branch lobbying 
in violation of Article V of the 
Constitution which gives the 
fication power exclusively to the 
e legislatures. Amending the Con- 
itution is one part of our entire 


‘ecutive Branch has no part. It 
is improper and unconstitutional for 

e Executive Branch to use power, 
essure and funds to ratify ERA.” 


wever, in spite of this immense 
House pressure, or possibly be-. 
of it, numerous State legislatures, 
eviously pointed out, rejected ERA 


g Te 

As of August 1977, a total of 35 
s have ratified ERA, but 3 more 
tes must vote = it by the n. 

rch 22, 1979. 
ven the aaiae resistance in the 
which have yet to ratify ERA, it 
being widely predicted that the 
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Equal Rights Amendment will fail to 
become a part of the U.S. Constitution. 

Should this happen, it will be a monu- 
ment to the courage and good sense of 
the American people and the State Legis- 
latures. : 


* *£ * * & 


Any worthwhile civilization has always 
been built on its strong families. If the 
anti-family, pro-lesbian women’s lib 
movement is successful, the family will 
fade into obscurity, and so will our nation 
and our Civilization. 
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Chapter VIII - 


WHAT YOU CAN DO 


you support the Conservative position 
vital issues discussed in this book 
want to help, here are a few 
estions: 

ever a news item or an editorial 
s in your local newspaper on any 
1¢ subjects contained in this book, 
the material herein to write letters 
editor of your local newspaper. 
ite your Congressman and two 
tors urging that they support Con- 
stitutional Amendments to restore prayer 
to the schools (See Chapter I); to guarantee 
“right of life to the unborn (See 
ter IV); and to halt forced busing 
Chapter V). Also urge them to vote 
st all child-development programs 
in essence, are federal child- 
l bills (See Chapter VI). In ad- 
n, write letters of protest to them 
oncerning the illegal use of taxpayers’ 
llars by IWY in lobbying for the phony 
Rights Amendment. 

you wish to join the growing anti- 
movement, write Phyllis Schlafly, 
f Stop ERA, Box 618, Alton, Ill., 
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BUY AND DISTRIBUTE COPIES OF THIS 
BOOK TO HELP ALERT OTHERS 

In addition to sending copies to your 
Congressman and two Senators, send also 
to members of your State Legislature 
and school board members, as well as 
the editor of your local newspaper and 
radio and TV news commentators. 

You may wish to give or sell copies 
to members of study clubs or organi- 
zations to which you belong. This book 
provides an excellent study manual on 
the crucial issues of the day, particularly 
because it is extensively indexed. 

Others you may wish to send copies 
to are: community leaders, customers, 
employees, people you meet in daily 
contacts (such as filling station operators, 
repairmen, etc.) and, of course, your 
friends, neighbors, and relatives. 

Finally, this book particularly lends 
itself as gifts to high school, college 
and public libraries, whose shelves in 
most cases are bulging with books by 
_ Leftwing authors with the corresponding 

dearth of books outlining the Conser- 
vative position on controversial issues. 
Think of the young people who might be 
recruited to the Conservative cause if this 
book is available in local libraries! 

The oft-quoted statement by Abraham 
Lincoln -- “Let the people know the 
facts and the country. will be saved’? =- 
was never so true as it is today. 


made our country so great. 
our America, as we know it, 
ig 


a n help alert others, will be found 
last page of this book. Note large 
ts for quantity orders. 
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